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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  8 750 

January  2h ,  1956  Rep.  Poage  introduced  H.  R.  8750  which  -was 

referred  to  Agriculture  Committee.  Print  of 
bill. 

February  20,  1956  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  8750  with 


amendment. 

February  23,  1956 

Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  8750. 
House  Report  1810.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

April  2h,  1956 

House  passed  H.  R.  8750  as  reported. 

April  25,  1956 

H.  R.  8750  referred  to  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee.  Print  of  bill. 

July  16,  1956 

Senate  Committee  reported  H.  R.  8750  with 
an  amendment.  Senate  Report  2585.  Print  of 
bill  and  report. 

July  20,  1956 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  8750  with  amendments.  Senate 
conferees  appointed. 

July  21,  1956 

House  conferees  appointed. 

July  23,  1956 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  report. 

July  2h,  1956 

House  received  conference  report.  House  Report 
2902.  Print  of  report. 

July  25,  1956 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report. 

August  7,  1956 

Approved:  Public  Law  1018. 

Hearings  were  held  on  H.  R.  8750  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  on  July  3,  1956. 
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Section  13 o  Establishes  a  working  Capital  Fund  for  furnishing  supply  and 
equipment  Services  in  support  of  programs  of  the  Forest  Service, 

\  %  Jr 

Public  Lax?  98b.  (H.  R.  5881)  SMALL  RECLAMATION  PROJECTS  ACT  OF  1956  (approved 
August  6,  1956).  Supplements  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  by  providing  for 
Federal  cooperation  in  non-Federal  projects,  and  for  participation  by  non-Federal 
agencies  in  smallX Federal  reclamation  projects  in  the  17  Western  States 0  Each 
project  is  limited vin  cost  to  (?5  million  or  less ,  with  certain  exceptions*  Author¬ 
izes  the  appropriation  of  '..>100  million  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act*. 

\  / 

Public  Law  989  (S.  2585.)  RESEARCH  LAUD  EXCHANGE  AND  CONEROSS  TTATERSHED  PROJECT 
"(approved  August  6,  1956)=,  Authorizes  the  exchange  of  a  small-  parcel  of  land 
which  is  a  part  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Center  at  Beltsyille,  Maryland,  for 
a  privately  owned  tract  of  land  adjoining  the  research  center,  gxemptsthe  proposed 
Coneross  Watershed  project,  ,-South  Carolina,  from  the  usual  con-  ressional  review  as 

required  b^  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act0 

\  / 

Public  Law  990  (S„  3831)  WEST  VIRGINIA  FISH  HATCHERY  (approved  August  6,  1956) « 
Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  establish  a  new  fish  hatchery  in  Trest 
Virginia  (will  provide  fish  for  stacking  the  waters  of  the  national  forests  and 
other  streams  in  the  State) . 


Public  Law  992  (S.  3101)  CROOKED  RIVER,  RECLAMATION  PROJECT  (approved  August  6, 
1956).  Authorizes  construction  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  Crooked 
River  Federal  reclamation  project,  Oregon 0 

\  P 

Public  Law  993  (Sc  3227)  LITTLE  WOOD  RIVErN^CLAMATIOM  PROJECT  (approved  August  6, 
1956")  0” T' Authorizes  construction  bv  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  the  Little 
Wood  River  reclamation  project,  Idaho ?/ 

Public  Law  1001  (H.  R.  9396)  EXEMPTION  OF  GUAR  SEED  FROM  IMPORT  DUTY  (approved 
August  6,  1956).  Amends  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  so  as  to  exempt  from  duty  the 
importation  of  guar  seed  into  the  U.  S0  or  certain  of  its  possessions. 

Public  Law  1006  (S.  1|203)  AMSMI&1ENTS  TO  ATOMIC  ENERgKaCT  OF  195b  (approved  August 
6,  1956).  Amends  this  Act  to  clear  up  certain  difficulties  in  the  operations  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission.  Authorizes  the  Commission  to  make  grants  to  colleges 
and  universities  for  reactors  for  education  and  training  purposes  (such  as  food 
sterilization  reactors)^ Transfers  administrative  control  over  all  Federal  land 
within  Los  Alamos,  County,  New  Mexico,  to  the  Commission,  including  such  lands 

within  the  Santa  Fe  National  Forest. 

- - 

Public  Law  1016  (S/  3732)  FEDERAL  FLOOD  INSURANCE  ACT  OF  1956  (Approved  August  7, 
1956) •  Authorizes  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  to  carry  out  an  insurance, 
reinsurance,  and  lending  program  in  connection  with  flood  damage.'  Limits  outstand¬ 
ing  loans  to  %29 000 ,000, 000  with  authoritjr  for  the  President  to  increase  this 
amount  by  (>500,000,000  in  any  one  fiscal  year.  Limits  outstanding  insurance 
policies  and'  reinsurance  agreements  to  ..-3,000,000,000  with  authority  for  the 
President  y6o  increase  this  amount  by  E2, 000, 000, 000  if  deemed  advisable  .  Requires 
the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  and  this  Department  to  coordinate  thbv  adminis¬ 
tration/of  their  respective  programs  relating  to  flood  insurance  and  reinsurance 
for  agricultural  commodities.  Provides  that,  where  the  Agency's  program  may  affect 
flood-control  works  under  the  jurisdiction  of  other  Federal  agencies,  such  agencies 
shgil  cooperate  with  HHFA  in  coordinating  their  respective  programs.  Authorizes 
•’A,  in  providing  insurance  or  reinsurance  under  the  Act,  to  use  and  pay  for  the 
fervices  of  other  public  agencies.  Prohibits  insurance  or  reinsurance  under  this 
"Act  if  insurance  is  available  on  reasonable  terms  from  other  public  or  private 
sources.  Authorizes  the  Agency  to  enter  into  contracts  to  provide  that,  in  case 
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of  flood  damage,"the  Agency  will  guarantee  any  public  or  private  financing- 
institution  against  loss  of  -  loans  aTitf,  •of-4.ciansare  not  available  from  such 
•iTlnti  tirli  1 1  ilfi'j  fTir  agency  will  make  flood-damage  loans# 

Public  Law  1018  (H.  R®  8750)  AI-EICMENTS  TO  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PRE¬ 
VENTION  ACT  (approved  August  7,  1956).  Modifies  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act  (Public  Law  566 ,  83rd  Congress)  as  follows; 

Broadens  the  definition  of  xrorks  of  improvement  to  include  measures  not  only 
for  agricultural  purposes  as  presently  authorized  by  Public  Law  566,  but  also  for 
non-agricultural  purposes  such  as  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  and 
streamflow  regulation 

Increases  to  25^000  acre-feet  the  total  capacity  provided  b^  any  one  structure 
which  mav  be  included  in  a  watershed  work  plan.,  but  retains  the  existing  five 
thousand  acre-feet  limitation  on  the  capacity  provided  by  any  one  structure  for 
flood  prevention  purposes 0 

Exempts  from  review  by  other  Federal  agencies  and  from  transmission  to  the 
Congress  watershed  work  plans  involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  con¬ 
struction  costs  of  3250,000  or  less  and  not  containing  any  single  structure  which 
provides  more  than  2,50 0  acre-feet  of  total  capacity#  r 

Requires  the  approval  by  resolutions  of  certain  Committees  of  Congress  of 
"watershed  work  plans  transmitted  to  the  Congress,  as  a  condition  to  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  funds® 

Eliminates  the  l5-day  waiting  period  after  watershed  work  plans  are  transmitt¬ 
ed  to  the  Congress® 

Provides  for  the  preparation  of  plans  and  estimates  necessary  for  adequate 
enginering  evaluation. 

Provides  for  allocations  of  costs  to  the  var~ ous  purposes. 

Requires  local  organizations  to  bear  such  proportionate  share  of  the  costs 
of  installing  works  of  improvement  for  irrigation,  drainage,  and  other  agricultural 
water  management  as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration 
of  the  direct  identifiable  benefits. 

Requires  local  organizations  to  assume  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  works  of 
improvement  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  agricultural  water  manage¬ 
ment® 

Requires  the  Federal  Government  to  bear  the  entire  construction  cost  of  works 
of  improvement  applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  thereto. 

Provides  that  water  users,  as  well  as  lrndox^ners,  shall  acquire  needed  water 
rights  ® 

Provides  that  local  organizations  shall  submit  to  the  Secretary  satisfactory 
plans  for  repayment  of  loans  or  advancements® 

Requires  local  organizations  to  secure  private  engineering  services  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  for  projects  which  include  structures  providing  for  municipal  or 
industrial  water  supplies. 

Gives  local  organizations  the  option  of  either  securing  private  engineering 
services  or  using  the  engineering  services  of  employees  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  projects  not  providing  for  municipal  or  industrial  x^rater  supplies® 

Requires  the  Secretary  to  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  cost  it 
incurs  for  private  engineering  services® 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  contract  for  private  engineering  services  for 
local  organizations. 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make  advances  to  local  organizations  to  pay  for 
private  engineering  services  not  to  exceed  five  per  cent  of  the  estimated  total 
cost  of  works  of  improvement® 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make  loans  or  advancements  to  local  organizations 
to  finance  local  costs  for  periods  of  up  to  fifty  vears  at  the  Federal  long-term 
borrowing  rate,  x^ith  provision  that  no  such  loan  or  advancement  shall  exceed  j>5 
million  for  any  one  projeet*  .  -  .. 
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Fxtends  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  5 66  to  Hawaii*  Alaska*  Puerto  Rico*  and 
the  Virgin  Islands0 

Extends  the  benefits  of  these  amendments  to  projects  which  the  Secretary  has 
previously  become  authorized  to  participate  in  the  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment. 

Provides  that  any  watershed  work  plans  with  respect  to  which  the  Secretary 
has  previously  become  authorized  to  participate  in  the  installation  of  works  of 
improvement  or  which  have  been  previously  approved  bv  Congressional  committees 
under  Public  Law  566*  need  not  be  resubmitted  to  the  committees  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  these  amendements. 


Public  Efrw  1020  (H„  R0  117U2)  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1956  (approved  August  7,  1956). 
Amends  an&.extends  various  housing  laws.  Amends  the  Housing  Act  of  19^9  so  as  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  issue  notes  and  other  obligations  for 
purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  Treasury  for  the  purpose  of  making  loans  for  con¬ 
structing  or  improving  farm  dwellings  and  other  farm  buildings.  Limits  the  total 
principal  amounuvof  such  notes  and  obligations  which  may  be  issued  during  the  5 
year  period  ending  June  30,  1961  to  0U5 0  million.  Amends  the  U.  S.  Housing  Act 
of  1937  so  as  to  authorize  the  Public  Housing  Adm  nistration  to  transfer*  under 
certain  conditions*  'farm- lab  or  camps  to  local  public  housing  agencies  0 


Public  Law  1021  (H.  R„  11833)  GREAT  PLAINS  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM  (approved  August  7, 
1956 ) .  Provides  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  formulate  a  conser¬ 
vation  program  for  the  Great  Plains  area  and  to  enter  into  ten-year  contracts  with 
farm  and  ranch  operators  undkr  which  producers  would  agree  to  a  schedule  of  land- 
use  adjustments  and  the  necessary  conservation  measures  which  should  be  carried 
out  in  connection  with  these  adjustments.  Such  contracts  shall  be  in  effect  during 
the  period  ending  not  later  than  Dec,-.  31>  3-9 71*  on  farms  and  ranches  in  counties 
in  the  Great  Plains  area  of  the  States  of  Colo**  Kan0*  Mont0*  Nebre*  N.  Hex.* 

No  Dak.*  Okla « *  S„  Dak0*  Texc*  and  Lyo.*  designated  by  the  Secretary  as  susceptible 
to  serious  wind  erosion  by  reason  of  their  soil  types*  terrain*  and  climatic  and 
other  factors*  Authorizes  the  appropriation- id th out  fiscal  year  limitation  of  a 
maximum  of  ,'>l50  million  for  the  entire  program  exclusive  of  its  administrative 
costs,  but  provides  that  not  to  exceed  '>25 "million  may  be  expended  on  the  program 
in  any  one  year.  Provides  that  funds  made  available  for  the  program  may  be  expend¬ 
ed  without  regard  to  the  maximum  payment  limitation  and  small  payment  increases 
required  under  section  8  (e)  of  the  Act*  and  mayybe  distributed  among  the  States 
without  regard  to  distribution  of  funds  formulas  of  section  15  of  the  Act.  Pro¬ 
vides  that  the  program  authorized  shall  be  in  additipn  to  and  not  in  substitution 
of  other  programs  in  the  area.  Amends  section  33U  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938*  as  amended*  beginning  with  the  1957  wheat  crop*  to  provide*  under 
certain  conditions*  that  if  the  county  committee  determines  that  any  producer  is 
prevented  from  seeding  wheat  for  harvest  as  grain  in  his  usual  planting  season 
because  of  unfavorable  weather  conditions*  the  entire  wheat  allotment  for  such 
year  shall  be  regarded  as  wheat  acreage  for  the  purposes  of  establishing  future 
State*  county*  and  farm  acreage  allotments0 

Public  Law  102k  (S.  3275)  FISH  AND  UILDLIFE  ACT  OF  1956  (approved  August  8*  1956). 
Establishes  jdi  the  Interior  Department  the  position  of  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Fish  and  Wildlife  and  the  position  of  Commissioner  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 0  Creates 
a  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  the  Department*  consisting  of  two  separate  agencies 
to  be  known  as  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  and  the  Bureau  of  Sports  Fisheries 
and  Wildlife  0  Requires  the  transfer  to  Interior  of  all  functions  of  the  Agriculture 
Department  and  other  agencies*  as  determined  b-r  the  Budget  Bureau  to  relate  primarily 
to  the  development*  advancement*  management*  conservation*  and  protection  of  Com- 
/mercial  fisheries.  Makes  permanent  the  provision  for  transfer  of  certain  section 
32  funds  from  Agriculture  to  Interior*  and  provides  that  such  sums  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  until  expended. 


PRIVATE  LAWS 


Private  Law  672  (H.  R,  3 96 it)  K INGAIT,  INCORPORATED  (approved  May  28,  1956),  Auth¬ 
orizes  the\  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  ’13,095*82  to  Kingan,  Incorporated, 
of  Richmond',.  Virginia,  in  full  settlement  for  claims  of  the  company  against  the 
U.  S.  for  th&.  destruction  of  swine  infected  and  exposed  to  the  contagious  disease 
vesicular  exanthema. 


Private  Law  707  (H*.  R*  80iil)  CLYDE  Rc  STEVENS  (approved  June  25/  1956)*  Authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  >13/ 539.06  to  Clyde  R.  Stevens,  of  San  Antonio, 
Texas,  in  full  settlement  for  his  claims  against  the  U.  SQ  for  the  destruction  of 
swine  infected  and  exposed  to  the  contagious  disease  vesicular  exanthema. 


Private  Law  719  (S.  39A5)  WALTER  C.  JORDAN  AND  ELTON  W.  JOHNSON  (approved  June  29, 
1956) o  Authorizes  the  Seqretary  of  the  Treasury  to  pay  ->303  to  Walter  C«  Jordan, 
of  Pryor,  Oklahoma,  and  F67  to  Elton  W.  Johnson,  of  Chelsea,  Oklahoma,  borrowers 
of  the  Farmers’  Home  Administration,  for  the  replacement  of  two  abstracts  of  title 
and  duplicates  of  two  mortgagee’s  title  insurance  policies  which  were  destroyed  in 
transit  in  the  mails 0  \ 

Private  Law  802  (H.  R.  1001G)  ROY 'CLICK  AND  CHARLIE  GARDENER  FORD  (approved  July 
2k,  1956)7  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  .'836  to  Roy  Click,  of 
Wichita  Falls,  Texas,  and  ,.>566  „12  to  Charlie  Gardener  Ford,  of  Huntsville,  Texas, 
in  full  settlement  for  their  claims  a^inst  the  U.  5.  for  the  destruction  of  swine 
infected  and  exposed  to  the  contagious  Hisea.se  vesicular  exanthema. 


Private  Law  803  (H0  R*  10011)  JESS  GARY  (approved  July  2 A,  1956) *  Authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pajr  )3,398„lil  to  Jess  Gary,  of  Wichita  Falls,  Texas, 
in  full  settlement  for  his  claims  against  the  IJ.  S.  for  the  destruction  of  swine 
infected  and  exposed  to  the  contagious  disease  vesicular  exanthema. 


Private  Law  80k  (H.  R.  10199)  A.  0.  NISSEN  AND  DON  NISSEN  (approved  July  2k,  1956)*, 
Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  ■>lH, 250.32  to  A.  0®  Nissen  and  Don 
Nissen,  San  Antonio,  Texas,  in  full  settlement  for  their  claims  against  the  U.  S« 
for  the  destruction  of  swine  infected  and  exposed  to  the  contagious  disease  vesicu¬ 
lar  exanthema.  ^ 


Private  Law  8o5  (H.  R.  113k6)  CAMILLUS  BOTHWELL  JETER  (approved  July  2k,  1956). 
Directs  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey,  without  consideration  therefor,  to 
Camillus  Bothwell  Jeter,  of  T7hitmire,  South  Carolina,  all  right,  title,  and  interest 
of  the  U.  S.  to  about  2.02  acres  of  national  forest  land,  acquired  by  the  U.  S®  by 
reason  of  a  surveying  error. 


Private  Law  833  (H.  J.  Res*  6h2)  LAND  TRANSFER  TO  HOME  DEMONSTRATION  CLUB  (approved 
August  l,'  195&7 »  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  quitclaim  about  3 
acres  of  land  to  the  Home  Demonstration  Club  of  Rena  Lara,  Mississippi* 


Private  Law  857  (H*  R.  3062)  PAUL  H.  SaRVIS  (approved  August  3,  1956).  Authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  pay  '>1,U31  to  Paul  II .  Sarvis,  of  Sylacauga,  Alabamaj 
in  full  settlement  for  his  claims  against  the  U,  S,  for  failure  of  the  U.3.  to  pay 
the  agreed  purchase  price  under  a  purchase  agreement  for  certain  grass  seed0 


Private  Law  873  (S„  2kl9)  DR.  ANTON  M.  L0DMELL  (approved  August  6,  1956) 0  Author¬ 
izes  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  to  pay  5l38„lio  to  Dr.  Anton  K,  Lodmell,  of  I  fall  a 
Talla,  ’ashington,  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  claims  against  the  U.  S.  for  the  use 
6f  his  land  by  the  Forest  Service  as  a  temporary  road  construction  camp* 
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AMENDING  THE  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND 
FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT 


TUESDAY,  JULY  3,  1956 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 
Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control,  Rivers  and  Harbors, 

Washington,  I).  C. 

The  subcommittee  met  in  room  412,  Senate  Office  Building,  at 
10: 15  a.  m.,  Senator  Robert  S.  Kerr  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present :  Senators  Kerr,  Case,  and  Hruska. 

Senator  Kerr.  We  will  now  go  to  H.  R.  8750. 

I  want  to  place  in  this  record  at  this  point  copy  of  Public  Law  566 
along  with  a  copy  of  Id.  R.  8750. 

(Public  Law  566  and  H.  II.  8750  are  as  follows :) 

Public  Law  5G6 — 83d  Congress 
Chapter  656 — 2d  Session 
II.  It.  6788 

AN  ACT  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  States  and  local 

agencies  in  the  planning  and  carrying  out  of  work  of  improvement  for  soil  conservation, 

and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Conc/ress  assembled,  That  erosion,  floodwater,  and  sediment  dam¬ 
ages  in  the  watersheds  of  the  rivers  and  streams  of  the  United  States,  causing 
loss  of  life  and  damage  to  property,  constitute  a  menace  to  the  national  welfare ; 
and  that  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Federal  Government  should  co¬ 
operate  with  States  and  their  political  subdivisions,  soil  or  water  conservation 
districts,  flood  prevention  or  control  districts,  and  other  local  public  agencies 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  such  damages  and  of  furthering  the  conservation, 
development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  and  thereby  of  preserving  and 
protecting  the  Nation’s  land  and  water  resources. 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following  terms  shall  mean : 

The  “Secretary” — the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  United  States. 

“Works  of  improvement” — any  undertaking  for — 

(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land-treatment  measures) 
or 

(2)  agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and 
disposal  of  water 

in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides  more  than 
five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity.  No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for 
any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  which  includes  any  structure  which  pro¬ 
vides  more  than  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  unless  such  plan 
has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  respectively.  A  number  of  such  subwatersheds  when  they  are 
component  parts  of  a  larger  watershed  may  be  planned  together  when  the  local 
sponsoring  organizations  so  desire. 
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“Local  organization” — any  State,  political  subdivision  thereof,  soil  or  water 
conservation  district,  flood  prevention  or  control  district,  or  combinations  thereof, 
or  any  other  agency  having  authority  under  State  law  to  carry  out,  maintain 
and  operate  the  works  of  improvement. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  assist  local  organizations  in  preparing  and  carrying  out 
plans  for  works  of  improvement,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  upon  application 
of  local  organizations  if  such  application  has  been  submitted  to,  and  not  dis¬ 
approved  within  45  days  by,  the  State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility 
over  programs  provided  for  in  this  Act,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  State 
agency  having  such  responsibility — 

(1)  to  conduct  such  investigations  and  surveys  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prepare  plans  for  works  of  improvement ; 

(2)  to  make  such  studies  as  may  be  necessary  for  determining  the  physi¬ 
cal  and  economic  soundness  of  plans  for  works  of  improvement,  including 
a  determination  as  to  whether  benefits  exceed  costs ; 

(3)  to  cooperate  and  enter  into  agreements  with  and  to  furnish  financial 
and  other  assistance  to  local  organizations :  Provided,  That,  for  the  land- 
treatment  measures,  the  Federal  assistance  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  of 
assistance  for  similar  practices  under  existing  national  programs ; 

(4)  to  obtain  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  other  Federal  agencies  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  to  providing  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  for  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  that  local  organizations 
shall — 

(1)  acquire  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  such  land,  ease¬ 
ments,  or  rights-of-way  as  will  be  needed  in  connection  with  works  of  im¬ 
provement  installed  with  Federal  assistance ; 

(2)  assume  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  works 
of  improvement  involving  Federal  assistance  as  may  he  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  anticipated  benefits  from  such 
improvements  :  Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  providing 
any  capacity  in  structures  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and 
features  related  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act ; 

(3)  make  arrangements  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  for  defraying 
costs  of  operating  and  maintaining  such  works  of  improvement,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  presented  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture ; 

(4)  acquire,  or  provide  assurance  that  landowners  have  acquired,  such 
water  rights,  pursuant  to  State  law,  as  may  be  needed  in  the  installation 
and  operation  of  the  work  of  improvement ;  and 

(5)  obtain  agreements  to  carry  out  recommended  soil  conservation 
measures  and  proper  farm  plans  from  owners  of  not  less  than  50  per  centum 
of  the  lands  situated  in  the  drainage  area  above  each  retention  reservoir 
to  be  installed  with  Federal  assistance. 

Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local  organization  have 
agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined 
that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met  the  require¬ 
ments  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of  improvement  as  set  forth 
in  section  4,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  assist  such  local  organizations  in 
developing  specifications,  in  preparing  contracts  for  construction,  and  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  in  accordance  with  the 
plan :  Provided,  That,  except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement 
on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract 
for  the  construction  of  any  structure  unless  there  is  no  local  organization 
authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake  such  construction  or  to  enter  into  such 
contract,  and  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956:  Provided,  That  in  participating  in 
the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practi¬ 
cable  and  consistent  with  his  responsibilities  for  administering  the  overall  na¬ 
tional  agricultural  program,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by 
the  provisions  of  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That,  at  least  forty-five  days 
(counting  only  days  occurring  during  any  regular  or  special  sessions  of  the 
Congress)  before  such  installation  involving  Federal  assistance  is  commenced, 
the  Secretary  shall  transmitt  a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the  justification  therefor 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President :  Provided  further,  That  any  such  plan 
(a)  which  includes  reclamantion  or  irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public 
or  other  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b) 
which  includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures,  shall 
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be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
respectively,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to 
transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The  views  and 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
above  sixty-day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Provided  further,  That, 
prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of  improvement  under  this 
Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary 
or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination 
of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and  related  work  of  other  agencies  includ¬ 
ing  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and 
with  States  and  local  agencies  to  make  investigations  and  surveys  of  the  water¬ 
sheds  of  rivers  and  other  waterways  as  a  basis  for  the  development  of  c-o- 
odinated  programs.  In  areas  where  the  programs  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  may  affect  public  or  other  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  planning  and  development  of  works  or  programs 
for  such  lands. 

Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  conferring  authority  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  preliminary  exami¬ 
nations  and  surveys  and  to  prosecute  works  of  improvement  for  runoff  and  water- 
flow  retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention  on  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and 
other  waterways  are  hereby  repealed:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  authority  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary,  to  prosecute 
the  works  of  improvement  for  runoff  and  waterflow  retardation  and  soil  erosion 
prevention  authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Department  by  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (  5S  Stat.  887),  as  amended,  and  (b)  the  authority  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  undertake  emergency  measures  for  runoff  retardation 
and  soil  erosion  prevention  authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  section  7  of  the  Act 
of  June  2S,  1938  (52  Stat.  1215),  as  amended  by  section  216  of  the  Act  of  May  17, 
1950  (64  Stat.  163),  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  8.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropirated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  to  remain  available 
until  expended. 

Sec.  9.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act,” 

Approved  August  4,  1954. 


[H.  R.  8750,  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Conyress  assembled,  That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act  (Act  of  August  4,  1954,  68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as  follows  : 

(a)  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  section  2  and  amend  the  second  sentence 
of  said  section  to  read :  “  ‘Works  of  improvement’ — any  undertaking  for — 

“(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land  treatment  measures)  ; 
or 

“(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water 
in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides  more 
than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  except  structures  proposed  to 
be  constructed  by  a  local  organization  as  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed 
plan  in  which  any  capacity  in  excess  of  five  thousand  acre-feet  is  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction  cost  of  such  excess 
capacity  is  to  be  borne  entirely  by  the  local  organization.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  of  the  proviso  in  paragraph 
(2)  the  words  “That  no  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity 
in  structures  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  features  related 
thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act and  inserting  “That  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organizations 
to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 
flood  prevention 
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(c)  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended — - 

(1)  by  striking  out  the  tirst  proviso  and  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956”  ; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “That”  in  the  third  proviso  whenever 
the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000” ; 
and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  fourth  proviso  after  the  words  “That  any  such 
plan”  the  words  “involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction 
costs  in  excess  of  $250,000”  and  after  the  words  “public  or  other  lands”  the 
words  “or  wildlife”. 

(d)  Said  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after  section  7  of  the  following 
two  new  sections  and  renumbering  subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform : 

“Sec.  S.  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  loans  to  local  organiza¬ 
tions  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  carrying  out  works  of  imprevement 
provided  for  in  this  Act.  Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years 
from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  project  first  become  available  with 
interest,  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
paid  on  the  long-term  interest-bearing  marketable  securities  of  the  United  States 
outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  the  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

I'assed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  24,  1956. 

Attest : 

Ralph  R.  Roberts,  Cleric. 

Senator  Iverr.  I  would  like  for  the  record  to  show  that  S.  3243  by 
Senator  Carlson,  S.  3371  by  Senator  Fulbright,  and  S.  3023  by  Senator 
Clements  will  all  be  before  the  committee  in  its  hearings  and  delibera¬ 
tion  on  H.  R.  8750. 

I  am  very  happy  at  the  attendance  here  this  morning  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  various  Federal  agencies  and  also  our  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  friend  from  Colorado,  and  any  other  Members  of  the  Congress 
who  might  be  here. 

There  is  great  interest  in  the  amendment  of  Public  Law  566  so  as 
to  reflect  the  principle  and,  if  possible,  achieve  the  purposes  as  set 
forth  in  H.  R.  8750  and  these  other  acts  of  like  or  similar  nature  which 
have  been  introduced  by  various  Senators. 

Senator  Allott,  did  you  want  to  make  a  statement  to  the  committee 
on  this  matter? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GORDON  ALLOTT,  A  UNITED  STATES  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Senator  Allott.  If  I  could  have  just  a  few  moments,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  be  very  happy. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  have  it. 

Senator  Allott.  Senator  Millikin,  senior  Senator  from  Colorado, 
and  I  have  heretofore  written  you - 

Senator  Kerr.  And  that  letter  is  before  the  committee  and  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record. 

(Letter  of  Senators  Millikin  and  Allott  of  July  2, 1956,  follows :) 

United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  2,  1956. 

Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control,  Rivers  and \  Harbors, 

Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  In  connection  with  the  hearings  on  H.  R.  8750  scheduled 
before  your  subcommittee  on  July  3,  we  desire  to  submit  for  the  record  our  views 
in  support  of  the  objectives  of  the  proposed  amendments  to  Public  Law  566, 
dealing  with  small  watershed  projects. 
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Many  thousand  Colorado  farmers  are  dependent  upon  irrigation  for  their  live¬ 
lihood.  To  many  of  these  people  Public  Law  566  is  one  of  the  important  laws 
on  the  statute  books.  We  share  the  belief  of  these  people  that  the  small  projects 
authorized  by  this  law  represent  a  desirable  solution  in  the  field  of  soil  conser¬ 
vation. 

The  provisions  of  H.  It.  8750  which  would  broaden  the  program  beyond  “agri¬ 
cultural  phases”  to  allow  municipal,  nonagricultural  participants  as  a  part  of 
these  projects  seem  entirely  reasonable  and  in  the  general  public  interest.  The 
proposed  amendment  which  would  authorize  projects  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet 
if  the  excess  capacity  is  for  other  than  fiood  control,  and  the  entire  cost  thereof 
is  borne  locally,  also  would  appear  to  he  helpful. 

The  soundness  of  providing  long-term  loans  to  local  organizations  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  financing  their  share  of  the  projects  would  seem  to  have  been  established 
in  connection  with  the  larger  reclamation  projects.  Also  it  should  be  hard  to 
find  fault  with  the  proposal  to  extend  the  program  to  the  territories.  We  would 
also  favor  unreservedly  the  objective  of  eliminating  all  unnecessary  delay  in  the 
development  and  construction  of  these  projects. 

In  short,  we  are  pleased  to  support  the  principles  of  H.  R.  8750.  Within  the 
confines  of  financial  soundness,  which  we  know  the  committee  will  analyze  care¬ 
fully,  the  revisions  proposed  by  this  bill  will,  we  believe,  be  of  great  assistance 
in  the  development  and  preservation  of  this  Nation’s  water  resources,  through 
realistic  liberalization  of  the  small  watershed  policy  authorized  by  Public  Law 
566. 

Your  kindness  in  making  this  letter  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  hearings  before 
your  subcommittee  will  be  sincerely  appreciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Eugene  D.  Mielikin,  U.  S.  S. 
Gordon  Allott,  U.  S.  S. 


Senator  Allott.  Thank  you.  I  will  stand  primarily  upon  the  state¬ 
ments  made  in  that  letter. 

I  would  also  like  to  request  that  certain  letters  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived — there  are  about  6  or  7  of  them  in  behalf  and  support  of  this 
bill — be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point,  if  I  may. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  well. 

Senator  Allott.  I  would  request  the  reporter  that  these  letters  be 
returned  to  me. 

(The  letters  referred  to  follow  :) 

Colorado  State  Grange, 

Office  of  the  Master, 
Denver,  Colo.,  June  28,  1956. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Allott  :  Colorado  State  Grange  is  very  much  in  favor  of  Senate 
amendment  8750  to  Public  Law  566. 

We  understand  you  are  having  a  hearing  on  July  3  pertaining  to  this  amend¬ 
ment,  and  we  sincerely  hope  you  will  support  it. 

I  plan  to  be  in  Washington  the  week  of  the  9th  of  July  and  will  call  on  you 
at  that  time. 

Thanking  you,  I  am, 

Yours  very  truly, 


Henry  Christensen,  Master. 


Colorado  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts, 

Fort  Collins,  Colo.,  June  25,  1956. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott  :  I  have  been  advised  that  there  will  be  a  hearing  re¬ 
garding  II.  II.  8750  before  Senator  Kerr’s  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee  on  July  3. 

As  you  know,  H.  It.  8750  is  an  amendment  to  Public  Law  566..  To  facilitate 
the  working  of  Public  Law  566,  the  Watershed  Protection  Act,  we  must  have 
the  proposed  amendment  H.  It.  8750. 
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Colorado  is  dependent  upon  irrigation  in  much  of  its  farming  area  and  the 
amendment  I  speak  of  will  be  of  great  assistance  to  Colorado.  Also,  the  other 
parts  of  the  amendment  are  needed  in  Colorado.  As  you  are  familiar  with  the 
needs  of  this  State,  I  shall  not  go  into  further  detail  regarding  H.  R.  8750,  but 
shall  close  with  my  request  that,  if  at  all  possible,  to  appear  before  Senator 
Kerr’s  committee  and  with  all  possible  support. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 

Clarence  Svedman,  President. 


Upper  White  River  Soil  Conservation  District, 

Meeker,  Colo.,  June  13, 1956. 


Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Allott  :  The  people  of  the  Upper  and  Lower  White  River  Soil 
Conservation  Districts  are  strongly  in  favor  of  the  Poage  amendments  (H.  R. 
8750)  to  the  present  small  watershed  bill.  We  feel  that  these  amendments  are 
most  necessary  to  eliminate  the  redtape  that  now  keeps  these  small  watershed 
projects  tied  up  in  Washington. 

We  are  also  concerned  with  the  recent  attack  made  by  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  on  the  small  watershed  projects.  We  sincerely  hope  that  these  proj¬ 
ects  will  remain  under  the  supervision  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  our 
locally  administered  soil  conservation  districts. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Harry  S.  Coleman,  President. 


Fort  Collins  Soil  Conservation  District, 

Fort  Collins,  Colo.,  June  27,  1956. 


Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Allott  :  The  Fort  Collins  Soil  Conservation  District  has  made 
several  atempts  on  watershed  protection  projects  under  Public  Law  560  as  well 
as  the  small  watershed  pilot  projects  preceding  passage  of  Public  Law  566.  We 
have  been  unable  to  work  out  financing  arrangements  for  that  part  carried  by 
the  local  people  because  of  the  inability  to  make  beneficial  use  of  water  for  irri¬ 
gation. 

We,  therefore,  feel  that  the  amendments  to  Public  Law  566,  containd  in  H.  R. 
8750,  are  absolutely  essential  if  Colorado  and  other  semiarid  States  are  to  make 
any  use  of  the  small  watershed  flood  prevention  programs. 

We  sincerely  urge  that  you  appear  before  the  Public  Works  Committee,  United 
States  Senate,  and  make  every  attempt  to  secure  passage  of  H.  R.  8750  during 
the  present  session  of  the  Congress. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 


George  E.  Weaver.  President. 


The  National  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts, 

Mosca,  Colo.,  June  25,  1956. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Ali.oit  :  It  is  my  understanding  that  hearings  will  be  held 
July  3,  before  Senator  Kerr’s  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  on 
H.  R.  8750,  amendment  to  Public  Law  566,  the  small  watershed  law. 

I  again  wish  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  the  passage  of  this  amendment 
to  the  agricultural  interests  of  the  United  States,  and  particularly  to  the  people 
of  Colorado. 

It  is  hoped  that  we  may  count  on  you  to  use  your  influence  to  see  that  this 
amendment  is  acted  upon  before  Congress  adjourns  this  session,  and  your  favor¬ 
able  support  of  same  when  it  comes  before  the  Senate  for  a  vote. 

Sincerely, 


L.  B.  Casselman. 
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Colorado  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts, 


Hon.  Gordon  Aixott, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Craig,  Colo.,  June  26,  1956. 


Dear  Senator  :  Public  hearings  before  the  apptopriate  Senate  committee  on 
H.  R.  8750,  an  act  to  amend  Public  Law  566,  will  be  held  soon.  This  legislation, 
as  you  no  doubt  know,  pertains  to  the  revision  of  the  Small  Watersheds  Act. 

The  people  of  our  soil  conservation  district  and  Moffat  County  are  very 
greatly  concerned  lest  this  legislation  fails  of  enactment.  To  make  Public  Law 
566  workable  and  really  effective  we  need  and  request  this  amending  H.  R.  8750. 

I  believe  Sentor  Kerr  of  Oklahoma  is  chairman  of  the  Senate  committee  that 
will  hold  hearings  on  this  legislation.  We  ask  that  you  give  your  best  efforts  at 
these  hearings  and,  of  course,  your  favorable  vote  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Yours  sincerely, 


I.  P.  Beckett, 

President,  Tampa  Soil  Conservation  District. 


Colorado  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts, 

Padroni,  Colo.,  June  27,  1956. 

Dear  Senator:  We  thought  that  we  were  over  the  hill  on  the  Poage  amend¬ 
ment  to  Public  Law  566.  I  received  word  through  Clarance  Svedman  from 
NASCD  that  the  Senate  version  is  not  so  liberal.  We  sincerely  request  you  ap¬ 
pear  at  the  July  3,  hearing  of  the  Kerr  committee  and  explain  to  the  boys  of  the 
Senate,  that  we  in  Colorado  have  such  varying  conditions  that  it  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  have  more  leeway  in  operation  of  Small  Watershed  Act. 

Thanks. 

D.  B.  Boswell,  President,  Western  Slope  District. 


DeBeque,  Colo.,  June  27,  1956. 

Dear  Senator:  Aaain  I  am  writing  you  as  a  director  on  our  State  board  of 
Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts  and  I  think  1  represent  the  thought 
of  most,  of  the  directors  in  my  district.  Although  I  am  not  as  familiar  w7ith 
H.  R.  8750  amendment  to  Public  Law  566  I  think  it  is  a  necessity  for  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  soil-conservation  program  in  Colorado. 

Sincerely, 

Rat  E.  Rieke.  , 

Senator  Allott.  May  I  add  this :  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  of 
any  single  question  which  has  come  before  this  Congress  which  has 
raised  such  widespread  interest  as  this  particular  bill  and  the  other 
bills  which  are  allied  bills.  My  people,  of  course,  as  the  chairman 
knows,  have  very  much  the  same  problems  that  his  people  have  in  his 
own  State,  and  1  think  that  accounts  to  a  great  degree  for  the  interest 
.  which  has  been  shown  in  this  bill  by  the  people  of  our  State.  We  are 
very  interested  in  it. 

We  believe  that  the  real  steps  to  conservation  are  going  to  come 
between  providing  incentive  and  ability  for  people  to  control  the 
waters  and  the  floods  at  the  high  levels,  to  conserve  the  water,  and  to 
prevent  these  runoffs  which  deplete  the  soil  and  also  create  canyons 
throughout  the  West. 

Besides  that  I  have  nothing  to  add  at  this  time  except  to  say  that  we 
are  very  much  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Senator  a  few  questions  if  I 
may. 

You  are  aware  of  the  adverse  position  taken  by  various  departments 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  with  reference  to  H.  R. 
8750? 
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Senator  Allott.  Not  the  particular  positions  that  they  have  taken; 
no,  sir.  I  know  that  there  are  some  branches  which  are  not  in  favor 
of  H.  R.  8750. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  some  of  the  matters  that  are  going  to  be  before 
us  are  going  to  be  with  reference  to  these  questions  :  No.  1,  the  removal 
of  limitation  on  size  of  the  reservoirs  as  contained  in  Public  Law  566. 
Do  you  have  any  comment  to  make  on  that  phase  of  the  legislation  ? 

Senator  Allott.  Let  me  say  first  with  respect  to  the  financial  im¬ 
plications  of  such  legislation  I  do  not  feel  that  I  am  qualified  to  speak 
on  that  particular  end  of  it,  but  I  will  also  add  this :  That  I  believe 
that  there  should  not  be  any  small  limitation  such  as  5,000  acre-feet 
on  these  reservoirs;  5,000  acre-feet  will  cover  a  lot  of  them,  but  it  will 
not  cover  a  great  many  of  those  that - 

Senator  Kerr.  Then  you  favor  removal  at  least  of  that  limitation  ? 

Senator  Allott.  That  is  right ;  I  do. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  certainly  favor  the  expansion  of  the  program  to 
include  irrigation  benefits  where  possible,  and  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  water  supply  ? 

Senator  Allott.  Very  much  so.  To  me,  one  of  the  most  significant 
parts  of  this  bill  will  be  the  expansion  of  that  so  that  it  will  include 
joint  municipal  uses. 

The  bill  as  I  read  it  now — and  I  would  be  happy  to  be  corrected  if 
I  do  not  understand  it — will  provide  that  municipal  uses  above  that 
would  have  to  be  financed  by  the  municipality  or  whoever  was  creating 
it  entirely. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  Senator,  do  3rou  mean  by  “financing”  that  they 
should  advance  the  funds  or  that  they  should  be  liable  for  the  addi¬ 
tional  costs  on  a  reimbursement  plan  over  a  period  of  years? 

Senator  Allott.  Well,  I  am  not  thinking  in  terms  of  grant.  I 
think  they  should  be  liable  for  it  upon  a  reimbursement. 

Senator  Kerr.  But  what  the  Senator  is  addressing  himself  to  is  one 
of  the  very  pointed  questions  of  this  matter,  and  that  is  whether  or 
not  the  municipality  comes  in  at  the  beginning  and  pays  for  that  part 
of  it  or  whether  they  operate  under  the  principle  now  applicable  to 
irrigation  users  whereby  the  Federal  Government  would  construct  it 
and  the  municipality  would  agree  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  part  of  their  reservoir  used  for  municipal  water  and  do  the 
reimbursement  over  a  definite  period  of  years  with  interest. 

Senator  Allott.  The  latter  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  point  of 
view  which  most  nearly  reflects  my  own.  I  do  not  see  how  in  many 
instances  municipalities  can  do  that,  that  is,  go  in  and  finance  it  them¬ 
selves. 

Senator  Case.  At  the  outset? 

Senator  Allott.  At  the  outset.  If  we  are  going  to  accomplish  the 
double-barreled  objective  that  I  see  as  far  as  municipalities  are  con¬ 
cerned,  which  is  to  supply  them  with  additional  water  and  also  to 
contribute  to  flood  control  and  to  the  conservation  of  water  and  lands, 
I  believe  that  we  have  to  make  it  a  reimbursable  project  as  is  the  nature 
with  irrigation  projects. 

I  realize  that  this  involves  in  a  sense  a  new  appi’oach  to  what  has 
been  an  old  problem. 

Senator  Case.  We  passed  in  the  Senate  last  year  a  bill  to  authorize 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  enter  into  contracts  with  the  municipalities, 
to  give  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the  same  authority  with  respect  to 
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projects  constructed  by  them  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  had  for 
a  long  time  on  reclamation  projects.  Now,  you  would  be  in  favor 
then  of  making  these  small  watershed  development  projects  compara¬ 
ble  in  that  respect  to  what  has  been  previously - 

Senator  Allott.  To  the  principle  of  the  bill  we  adopted  last  year, 

yes- 

Senator  Iverr.  Now,  another  one  of  the  elements  of  this  legislation 
which  will  be  subject  to  a  good  deal  of  discussion  is  identical  in 
principal  with  the  general  flood-control  law,  and  that  is  that  this 
legislation  would  require  the  Federal  Government  to  pay  the  entire 
cost  of  the  flood  control  portion  of  the  structure.  Does  that  meet  with 
your  approval? 

Senator  Allott.  I  will  have  to  say  that  I  have  some  very  serious 
reservations  on  the  flood  control  features,  on  having  the  Federal 
Government  pay  all  of  the  flood  control  features  of  the  bill. 

Senator  Kerr.  Who  should  pay  them  in  your  judgment? 

Senator  Allott.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  people  who  are  involved 
should  at  the  very  least  pay  the  bulk  of  those.  I  look  at  those,  sir,  in 
more  or  less  the  same  light  that  one  would  look  at  a  special  improve¬ 
ment  district. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  now,  you  supported  the  Upper  Colorado  proj¬ 
ect. 

Senator  Allott.  Yes. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  Federal  Government  woidd  pay  all  of  the  flood 
control  portion  of  that  cost  without  reimbursement. 

Senator  Allott.  I  believe  they  will,  yes. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  do  you  favor  a  different  principle  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  project? 

Senator  Allott.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  express  this  to  you  this 
way :  I  am  not  certain  that  is  not  a  differentiation  between  a  project  of 
such  great  magnitude  for  example  as  the  Upper  Colorado  River  proj¬ 
ect.  The  payment  of  the  flood  control  features  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  a  long,  long  recognized  principle.  I  recognize  that.  I 
have  never  been  certain  in  my  own  mind  that  it  is  completely  justified. 

Senator  Iverr.  Let  me  say  this  to  you - 

Senator  Allott.  I  can  say  this — may  I  complete  this  thought? 

Senator  Iverr.  Sure. 

Senator  Allott.  That  as  far  as  the  people  in  Colorado  are  con¬ 
cerned,  while  there  are  some  who  would  like  to  have  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  features  completely  borne  by  the  Federal  Government,  the  great 
portion  of  the  people  in  Colorado  are  willing  to  undertake  these 
projects  upon  the  basis  of  simply  being  able  to  finance  them  and  re¬ 
imburse  the  Federal  Government  for  them. 

Senator  Iverr.  What  I  started  to  say  was  that  I  favor  and  will  do 
all  I  can  to  get  a  bill  out  of  this  committee  which  will  include  a  pro¬ 
vision  whereby  the  Federal  Government  will  follow  the  same  prin¬ 
ciple  in  these  reservoirs  that  it  has  traditionally  followed  in  its  entire 
history  of  flood  control.  And  that  is  that  the  flood  control  portion 
of  the  cost  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government. 

I  cannot  reconcile  in  my  own  thinking  a  situation  whereby  a  lot 
of  people  would  get  the  benefits  of  a  flood  control  project  paid  a 
hundred  percent  by  the  Federal  Government  so  long  as  it  was  in 
one  project,  and  then  have  another  program  coming  along  whereby 
a  lot  of  people  would  get  a  similar  benefit  but  have  to  pay  for  it 
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because  there  were  not  very  many  of  them  benefited  by  any  single 
element  of  the  program. 

Senator  Allott.  You  have  put  your  finger  on  the  crux  of  the 
matter.  The  thing  about  which  I  do  not  feel  qualified  to  testify  is 
what  the  financial  effects,  ultimate  financial  effects,  would  be  if  we 
immediately  got  a  widespread  use  of  public  works  all  over  the  country 
about  which  the  Government  was  going  to  assume  the  complete  finan¬ 
cial  responsibility.  That  is  the  matter  that  concerns  me  in  this,  and 
I  think  most  of  our  people  interested  in  this  bill  are  also  concerned 
with  the  same  thing. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  spoke  about  what  the  Federal 
Government  had  done  during  the  entire  history  of  flood  control  legis¬ 
lation.  Now,  my  memory  is  not  perfect,  and  I  have  not  looked  this 
up,  but  it  runs  in  my  mind  that  in  1927  when  I  think  the  Federal 
Government  went  into  the  flood  control  business  that  at  that  time 
there  was  a  definite  requirement  that  the  local  community  should 
furnish  the  rights-of-way  and  provide  certain  other  local  contribu¬ 
tions. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  that  requirement  is  in  this  bill. 

Senator  Case.  But  at  the  time  that  I  first  drove  to  Washington, 
when  I  was  first  elected  to  Congress,  I  came  through  Ohio,  and  I  ate 
in  a  restaurant  where  the  water  had  been  up  almost  to  the  ceiling  in 
that  restaurant,  and  then  I  came  on  down  here  and  I  heard  debates 
about  the  inability  of  those  Ohio  communities  to  furnish  as  much  in 
the  way  of  local  contributions  as  had  been  required. 

I  recall  a  debate  in  the  House  of  Representatives  in  which  Tom 
Jenkins,  still  a  Congressman  from  Ohio  and  one  of  the  veterans,  spoke 
of  these  Ohio  communities  who  had  gone  bankrupt  trying  to  meet 
these  flood  problems.  And  he  was  arguing  for  the  position  which  the 
Congress  did  write  in,  I  think,  in  perhaps  it  was  the  act  of  1938,  that 
the  Federal  Government  would  go  further  in  providing  these  rights- 
of-way  on  the  theory  that  the  benefits  extended  farther  downstream, 
and  you  could  not  have  the  project  for  the  benefit  of  maybe  a  hundred 
miles  downstream  if  you  required  every  community  all  along  the 
line  to  provide  rigidly  all  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  and  things  of 
that  sort. 

So  I  think  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  about  1938  liberalized  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  in  that  respect. 

Now,  I  believe  that  it  is  still  the  policy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
ask  for  local  contributions  in  the  way  of  rights-of-way,  rehabilitation 
of  highways,  roads,  streets  and  bridges,  and  things  like  that  when  it 
sees  that  that  is  important  to  make  a  project  feasible  and  when  it 
seems  to  be  a  fair  thing  to  do.  I  think  they  do  that  as  a  matter  of 
discretion. 

But  I  agree  with  the  chairman  that  to  the  extent  that  the  flood-con¬ 
trol  features  are  similar  to  the  flood-control  features  for  which  the 
Federal  Government  pays  in  the  larger  projects,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  ought  to  make  a  contribution  on  the  smaller  projects. 

I  think  a  line,  however,  might  be  drawn  where  the  benefits  are  par¬ 
ticularly  assessable  and  applicable  to  a  single  or  a  huge  beneficiary  or 
they  can  be  directly  assessable  that  some  judgment  and  discretion 
should  be  applied. 

Senator  Allott.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  that  subject,  I  was  trying  to 
draw  this  line  here.  I  am  thinking  particularly  in  terms  of  where 
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the  so-called  flood  benefits  are  essentially  benefits  to  one,  two,  or  a 
few  people  or  a  small  area.  Now,  I  can  think  in  my  own  State  of 
many  such  instances.  In  other  words,  are  you  going  to  go — I  do  not 
mean  you  personally— but  are  we  going  to  think  in  terms  of  this  so 
that  the  Government  is  going  to  finance  one  or  more  dams  on  every¬ 
one’s  land,  all  of  which  are  flood  control  or  may  be  properly  termed 
“flood  control,”  and  would  that  obligate  the  Government  to  undertake 
such  a  program  not  once  but  maybe  many  times  on  the  lands  of  a 
single  individual  ? 

In  other  words,  I  want  to  point  up  what  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  was  hinting  at,  which  in  my  opinion  presents  a  very  serious 
problem.  I  can - 

Senator  Iverr.  I  recognize  that  it  is  a  very  serious  problem. 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Chairman - 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes,  Senator  Hruska. 

Senator  Hruska.  May  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Colorado  if  we  pre¬ 
suppose  a  situation  where  the  construction  of  one  of  these  dams  would 
benefit  one  landowner  as  distinguished  from  a  general  benefit  distrib¬ 
uted  throughout  the  countryside,  would  not  that  present  a  much 
different  situation  than  some  of  the  situations  we  have  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  dams  where  many  landowners  may  be  distantly 
removed  but  would  be  benefited  from  the  construction  of  that  dam? 

Senator  Allott.  Well,  I  think  so.  It  really  is  not  true  that  it  would 
ever  benefit  just  one  landowner. 

Senator  Hruska.  I  understand,  but  if  we  accept  that  hypothesis. 

Senator  Allott.  If  you  accept  that,  I  think  your  situation  would 
be  true.  Because  actually  what  may  happen  is  that  you  may  have  an 
area  which  receives  heavy  rains — gully-washers,  as  we  call  them  out 
in  the  West— and  maybe  you  will  have  only  4  or  5  landowners  there 
who  are  affected  by  it.  It  may  do  great  damage  within  that  area, 
not  just  this  year  but  next  year.  And  you  may  see  the  effects  of  that 
erosion  on  every  hand.  However,  by  the  time  it  leaves  that  area  it 
may  have  reached  the  reaches  of  streams  which  are  then  capable  and 
able  to  handle  it  without  having  any  flood  damage  actually  to  anyone 
below  that. 

Senator  Hruska.  Now,  if  that  hypothetical  situation  which  I  gave 
could  be  envisioned,  would  there  not  be  somewhere  between  there  and 
t  he  upper  Colorado  storage  project  a  vast  range  which  would  encom¬ 
pass  situations  where  benefits  could  be  computed  as  being  conferred 
within  a  relatively  small  area  and  therefore  the  cost  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project  could  be  equitably  charged  to  that  relatively  small 
number  of  people?  That  situation  would  be  different  from  large  dams 
which  would  be  of  general  benefit  to  the  entire  countryside  extending 
maybe  hundreds  of  miles;  is  that  not  true? 

Senator  Allott.  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  question  about  that.  I 
can  think  of  one  area  that  in  my  own  mind — I  went  over  it  last  sum¬ 
mer,  and  it  affects  possibly  30  or  40  families.  And  I  believe  it  is  con¬ 
trolled  below  that.  Now,  there  you  have  a  limited  matter.  I  can  think 
of  other  particular  places - 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  let’s  take  that  situation. 

Senator  Allott.  Where  only  one  is  interested  in  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  Let's  take  that  situation  where  there  are  30  families. 

Senator  Allott.  I  would  say  30  to  40,  just  taking  a  rough  guess. 
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Senator  Kerr.  Just  take  a  hypothetical  situation  of  30  families. 
And  let’s  say  the  project  there  would  cost  $300,000.  That  would  be 
$10,000  a  family.  Now,  my  judgment  is  that  the  cost  of  the  upper 
Colorado  when  applied  to  all  the  families  benefited  would  not  exceed 
$10,000  a  family. 

Senator  A llctt.  Are  you  speaking  just  of  the  flood-control  feature? 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes.  Now,  what  1  cannot  do,  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  is  to  ride  to  the  conclusion  that  if  you  build  a  $300,000  project 
that  benefits  30  families  you  ought  to  charge  them  $10,000  apiece,  but 
if  you  have  got  a  $30  million  project  that  benefits - 

Senator  Allott.  300,000  would  it  be? 

Senator  Kerr.  1  think  it  would  be  30,000  families.  I  do  not  want 
to  get  lost  here  in  the  maze  of  mathematical  comparisons.  But  assum¬ 
ing  that  it  was  30,000  families,  why  should  you  do  something  for  30,000 
families  for  nothing  and  refuse  to  do  it  for  30  families — if  they  are 
in  a  similar  position  and  you  are  going  to  carry  on  a  similar  project 
and  work  on  a  similar  program? 

Senator  Allott.  The  chairman  loves  to  do  what  I  like  to  do  in 
arguing,  and  that  is  to  draw  in  from  the  extremes  and  show  things 
that  make  it  look  very  bad.  And  there  is  a  great  deal  of  merit  in  what 
he  says.  1  do  not  know  what  the  answer  is  in  between.  It  occurs 
to  me  that  there  is  an  area  here,  however,  in  which  the  benefits  may 
not  in  a  sense  be  completely  public,  and  this  is  in  the  lower  end  of 
the  scale  where  the  elements  are  not  public  but  more  in  an  individual 
sense. 

I  would  come  back  at  the  chairman  and  answer  his  question  this 
way :  IIow  would  you  control,  if  you  go  into  such  a  thing,  the  build¬ 
ing  of,  say,  5  dams  on  my  land,  which  essentially  is  going  to  protect 
me  from  flood  but  which  does  not  essentially  affect  other  people  except 
maybe  2  or  3  or  4  families? 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  the  first  thing  I  would  do  in  responding  to  that 
would  be  to  ask  you  to  illustrate  a  situation  by  a  place,  and  I  think 
that  it  would  be  difficult  to  find.  But  if  it  were  found,  I  would  say 
that  I  would  see  no  reason  to  discriminate  against  one  individual  as 
contrasted  to  2  or  4  or  40  or  1,000. 

It  occurs  to  me  that  in  a  certain  field  of  flood  control  the  Federal 
Government  has  validated  the  principle  of  responsibility  for  the  cost 
of  prevention  of  floods.  But  I  intended  to  develop  this  along  the  line 
that  if  you  were  going  to  impose  upon  1  or  10  or  20  families  all  or  a 
portion  of  that  flood-control  cost,  would  you  do  it  by  compelling  them 
to  advance  the  money  or  would  you  do  it  on  the  basis  of  letting  them 
have  the  same  opportunity  to  reimburse  any  cost  imposed  upon  them 
along  the  same  line  as  is  now  available  to  those  in  an  irrigation  district 
or  as  is  proposed  with  reference  to  a  municipality  here  with  reference 
to  the  part  of  the  cost  allocable  to  the  storage  of  the  water  for  that 
municipality? 

Senator  Allott.  Would  there  be  any  objection  to  permitting  both? 

Senator  Kerr.  There  surely  would  not  be  any  objection  if  he  is 
going  to  make  it  on  a  reimbursable  basis  to  giving  him  a  privilege  to 
pay  for  it  at  the  start.  But  if  they  are  going  to  pay  for  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  cost,  why  have  the  Federal  Government  do  it?  Why  have  the 
Federal  Government  build  it  if  one  man,  if  this  one  man - - 

Senator  Allott.  Maybe  I  have  given  the  wrong  impression ;  I  feel 
that  the  Federal  Government  does  have  a  responsibility  in  this.  The 
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one  end  of  the  spectrum,  so  to  speak,  that  worries  me  is  if  the  Federal 
Government  covers — there  are  probably  people  who  can  testify  to  this 
more  adequately  than  I,  but  if  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to 
embrace  this  whole  field,  how  is  it  going  to  avoid  building  dams  on 
the  lands  of  almost  every  farmer  and  rancher  in  your  State  or  mine 
or  any  other  place  ? 

In  other  words,  is  it  not  going  to  encompass  such  a  huge  program 
that  the  financial  aspects  of  it  preclude  it? 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  passage  of  this  act, 
if  passed  in  line  with  the  recommendations  before  the  committee,  will 
certainly  carry  the  Federal  Government  a  much  greater  part  of  the 
distance  between  its  present  posture  and  the  one  you  have  described. 

Senator  Allott.  I  think  that  is  right,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  passage  of  this  act  is  going  to  take  us  more  than 
halfway  between  where  we  are  now  and  the  situation  you  describe, 
in  my  judgment.  But,  of  course,  the  other  answer  to  the  question  is 
that  that  matter  is  not  before  the  committee. 

And  don’t  misunderstand  me.  I  am  not  seeking  to  embarrass  my 
good  friend  from  Colorado.  I  am  just  exploring  with  him  the  ele¬ 
ments  that  are  going  to  be  before  this  committee  in  the  consideration 
of  this  bill. 

Senator  Allott.  That  is  correct,  and  I  recognize  those  elements. 
I  am  concerned  about  them,  because,  being  from  a  country  such  as 
I  am - 

Senator  Kerr.  And  such  as  I  am  in  the  western  part  of  Oklahoma. 

Senator  Allott.  And  such  as  you  are. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  our  friends  from  Nebraska  and  South  Dakota. 

Senator  Allott.  And  such  as  these  two  people. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

Senator  Allott.  I  recognize  the  implied  situation  that  might  come, 
for  example,  through  western  Nebraska,  western  South  Dakota,  a  good 
portion  of  Oklahoma  and  a  good  portion  of  Colorado.  We  might 
easily  have  an  application  for  the  building  of  these  flood-control 
projects  on  individual  farms  and  individual  small — rather  than  use 
“individual”  I  will  use  “very  small  units” — in  such  quantities  that 
the  financial  implications  of  it  are  just  beyond  the  imagination.  And 
I  do  not  seek  to  avoid  any  answer  on  the  thing,  but  I  do  not  have  an 
answer  to  it. 

Senator  ITruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  this  further  question 
of  the  Senator  from  Colorado.  The  way  I  understand  Public  Law 
566  now  and  as  envisioned  in  H.  R.  8750,  it  would  still  be  incumbent 
upon  the  individual  projects  of  this  kind  to  furnish  the  land  and  the 
easements,  the  rights-of-way,  and  the  maintenance,  and  these  other 
things  which  are  heretofore  furnished.  Now,  in  some  instances  the 
cost  of  those  elements  is  great,  so  great  that  it  puts  an  undue  burden 
on  the  people  within  that  project  to  pay  for  construction  of  the  dam. 

As  I  understand  further,  this  Public  Law  566  does  give  discretion 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  sort  of  alleviate  that  situation 
and  put  less  of  a  burden  of  actual  construction  on  those  people  in  that 
situation,  recognizing  I  presume  in  theory  that  this  is  a  common  prob¬ 
lem  and  it  is  one  that  should  be  met  and  where  those  burdens  are  too 
great  the  people  should  be  relieved  in  portion. 
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However,  in  many  situations  those  costs  for  riglits-of-way  and  ease¬ 
ments  and  those  preliminary  measures  are  relatively  light,  and  in  the 
interest  of  imposing  some  degree  of  responsibility  on  the  people  who 
participate,  the  cost  of  construction  is  added  a  little  to  their  bill  so 
that  they  feel  some  responsibility  and  so  on. 

Does  that  theory  and  do  those  provisions  in  Public  Law  566  more 
nearly  measure  up  to  your  thinking  and  to  your  sympathy  than  the 
other  extreme  which  would  put  the  entire  cost  of  construction  on  the 
Federal  Government? 

Senator  Allott.  Well,  I  think  so.  I  think  there  has  to  be  a  degree 
of  flexibility  in  here.  If  you  take  the  other  extreme — and  I  am  no 
authority  in  fiscal  matters — but  if  you  take  the  other  extreme  I  do 
not  see  how  the  FTnited  States  Government  could  hope  to  ever  get 
appropriations  enough  to  do  the  work  that  would  be  demanded. 

Senator  Hruska.  Not  that  it  is  worth  very  much,  but  I  wanted  to 
say  that  that  is  my  personal  thinking  as  one  member  of  the  committee 
as  of  this  time.  I  will  try  to  keep  my  mind  open  because  we  have 
hearings  coming  here,  but  philosophically  and  in  general  thinking  I 
would  subscribe  to  that  idea. 

Senator  Kerr.  Are  there  other  questions  or  any  further  statement 
from  the  Senator? 

Senator  Allott.  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  say  this  in  conclusion 
and  then  I  must  excuse  myself.  I  feel  and  I  know  that  the  committee 
has  a  very,  very  difficult' decision  to  make  in  this  area  which  we  have 
just  been  discussing,  and  I  am  not  unmindful  of  it  at  all.  It  occurs 
to  me  that  there  are  some  areas  where  the  Government  should  not 
assume  all  of  the  expense.  And  how  that  line  shall  be  drawn  is  some¬ 
thing  that  I  believe  this  committee  will  only  produce  after  rather  com¬ 
plete  hearings  and  probably  after  a  lot  of  discussion. 

I  thank  the  Senator  and  the  members  of  the  committee  for  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  being  heard. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Case.  Air.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  just  one  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado?  I  invite  your  attention  to  page  2  of  Id.  R. 
8750,  lines  15  to  18,  where  it  is  proposed  to  amend  section  4  of  the 
existing  act  by  striking  out  certain  language  and  then  inserting: 

That  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of 
the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention. 

Would  you  think  that  we  could  get  better  language  for  that  if  we 
were  to  make  it  permissible  for  the  Federal  Government  to  assume 
the  cost  of  the  flood-control  features?  As  I  read  it,  that  seems  to 
me  a  prohibition. 

Senator  Allott.  I  believe  this  is  mandatory.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  question  about  that. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  prohibition  is  with  reference  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  structural  measures. 

Senator  Allott.  Yes. 

Senator  Case.  I  would  like  to  know  whether  that  is  on  all  fours  with 
our  general  flood-control  law.  I  think  that  the  Army  engineers  can 
accept  contributions  from  local  organizations  where  it  seems  desir¬ 
able  to  make  a  feasible  project. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  yes,  and  under  this  bill  the  local  element  will 
furnish  rights-of-way  and  operate  and  maintain  the  project. 
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Senator  Case.  I  think  as  a  matter  of  policy  it  might  he  all  right, 
but  as  to  the  strict  prohibition  I  would  say  not. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  think  the  Senator  has  a  very  constructive  thought 
there.  It  would  occur  to  me,  to  get  the  benefit  of  it  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  getting  more  projects  on  the  basis  of  being  economically 
feasible,  that  there  should  be  a  proviso  that  would  in  certain  condi¬ 
tions  permit  local  participation  where  economic  justification  could 
not  otherwise  be  established. 

Senator  Case.  The  local  people  in  some  instances  would  feel  that 
they  could  make  the  project  feasible  by  a  small  contribution - 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

Senator  Case.  And  they  would  do  it.  But  if  it  had  to  stand  en¬ 
tirely  on  its  own  from  a  Federal  standpoint  they  might  not. 

Senator  Allott.  I  might  point  out,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  the  ques¬ 
tion  was  directed  to  me,  a  peculiarity  of  the  language  of  this  proviso. 
It  would  appear,  when  it  says  that  the  Secretary  shall  not  require 
local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of 
structural  measures,  that  that  is  a  mandatory  requirement.  How¬ 
ever,  if  you  will  read  that  more  carefully,  it  says  the  Secretary  shall 
not  require.  It  means  that  he  shall  not  require  it  as  a  prerequisite. 

Senator  Case.  It  lets  him  accept  it  ? 

Senator  Allott.  But  it  might  imply  he  could  accept  it.  But  the 
language  is  susceptible  of  construction  the  other  way  I  believe. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  the  present  law  states  that  the — 

Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  to  providing  Federal  assistance  for  the 
installation  of  works  of  improvement  that  local  organizations  shall  acquire 
without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  such  land,  easements,  or  rights-of-way 
as  will  be  needed-  in  connection  with  works  of  improvement  installed  with 
Federal  assistance  and  assume  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  install¬ 
ing  any  works  of  improvement  involving  Federal  assistance  as  may  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  anticipated  benefits 
from  such  improvements. 

Senator  Allott.  What  has  that  percentage  been  running?  Can 
anyone  answer  that? 

Senator  Kerr.  What's  that? 

Senator  Allott.  What  has  that  percentage  been  running  ?  I  went 
into  this  matter  last  fall - 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Brown  is  here. 

Senator  Allott.  What  has  been  the  policy  on  that? 

Mr.  Carl  Brown.  Well,  sir,  on  the  total  cost  of  construction  of 
structural  measures  the  percentage  of  local  contribution  has  been 
about  32  percent  in  projects  planned  to  date.  That  includes  the  cost 
of  the  land,  easements  and  rights-of-way  and  the  capitalized  value  of 
operation  and  maintenance.  On  the  cash  contribution  to  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  it  has  been  about  IT  percent  on  the  projects  thus  far  planned. 
And  what  this  bill,  H.  R.  8750,  would  do  would  be  to  eliminate  this 
17  percent. 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Brown,  is  that  an  overall  average,  that  17 
percent  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir.  That  is  an  average  on  the  first  30  projects 
that  have  been  planned,  of  which  24  have  been  submitted  to  the 
Congress. 

Senator  IIrdska.  Could  you  tell  us  what  the  range  is  in  those  per¬ 
centages  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir. 
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Senator  Hruska.  This  is  construction  of  the  structures  that  I  am 
talking  about. 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir.  The  contribution  to  construction  cost  has 
ranged  from  a  low  of  10  percent  to  a  high  of  about  50  percent  for  flood 
prevention  features. 

Senator  Case.  But  the  average  is  about  17  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  About  17  percent,  Mr.  Senator. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman,  1  think  that  this  brings  out  the  point 
I  was  trying  to  get  at,  and  1  do  not  think  that  we  ought  to  make  a 
mandatory  prohibition  here  or  a  mandatory  requirement  that  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  general  Hood  control  act. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  good. 

Anything  further  from  this  witness? 

Senator  Allott.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  very  much  being  here. 

Senator  Kerr.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  I  want  to  put  in  a 
statement  by  my  distinguished  colleague,  Senator  Monroney,  on 
II.  It.  8750. 

(The  statement  of  Senator  Monroney  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  Senator  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  senior  colleague,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  when  I  first 
came  to  Congress  as  a  Member  of  the  House  almost  18  years  ago,  the  term  “flood 
prevention”  was  virtually  unheard.  Instead,  we  spoke  about  “flood  control,” 
which  was  indicative  of  the  fact  that  most  of  us  thought  in  terms  of  trying  to 
control  floods  after  they  occurred,  and  not  in  terms  of  preventing  floods  before 
they  occurred. 

The  accepted  concept  of  flood  control  was  to  build  giant  dams,  levees,  floodways, 
etc.,  on  the  lower  reaches  of  the  main-stem  rivers.  Gradually  it  became  apparent 
that  we  could  not  build  the  levees  high  enough,  or  straighten  the  channels  fast 
enough  to  control  flooding  by  rushing  the  water  to  the  sea  in  raging  streams  that 
carried  away  our  precious  topsoil.  Something  else  was  needed  to  complement 
our  main-stem  flood  control  efforts. 

In  the  early  1940’s  a  new  idea  began  taking  shape.  Instead  of  facilitating  the 
flow  of  rainfall  from  the  hillsides  to  gullies,  creeks,  and  tributary  rivers  into  the 
already  swollen  main  streams  to  be  rushed  to  the  sea,  why  not  control  the  water 
where  it  fell,  not  after  it  fell? 

The  idea  was  advanced  that  floods  could  be  reduced  efficiently  and  economically 
by  trapp.ng  water  on  upstream  tributaries,  where  over  half  of  all  flood  damage 
occurs,  by  building  small  detention  dams,  deflectors,  gully  plugs,  diversion  ditches, 
and  other  improvements  to  minimize  downstream  flood  conditions  which  farmers 
and, landowners  ior  the  most  part  could  do  themselves. 

I  was  convinced  that  the  idea  had  merit  and  was  unquestionably  sound.  When 
it  was  proposed  to  try  out  this  new  approach  on  a  few  selected  representative 
watersheds,  I  gave  the  legislation  my  wholehearted  support  and  was  successful 
in  getting  the  Washita,  a  river  which  flows  across  the  district  I  was  then  repre¬ 
senting,  included  as  1  of  the  11  watersheds  on  which  this  rather  revolutionary 
experiment  would  be  tried. 

Entire  watersheds  on  the  Washita  have  been  completed,  and  the  experiment 
is  succeeding  beyond  the  wildest  expectations  of  even  those  of  us  who  were  the 
most  enthusiastic  advocates.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  personally  inspected  this 
work  and  know  far  better  than  I  could  express  what  has  been  accomplished. 
You  know,  too,  of  the  tremendous  support  the  watershed  treatment  program  has 
among  soil  conservation  districts,  farmers,  and  others  genuinely  interested  in 
water  and  soil  conservation. 

With  positive  proof  that  floods  could  be  reduced  efficiently  by  upstream  pre¬ 
vention,  1  felt  that  the  program  ought  to  have  more  than  the  2  or  3  pennies  out  of 
every  flood-control  dollar  it  was  getting.  Early  in  the  83d  Congress,  I  reintro¬ 
duced  a  bill  I  had  introduced  earlier  to  establish  a  temporary  commission  to  in¬ 
vestigate  the  costs  and  effects  of  watershed  programs  for  flood  control  in  agri¬ 
cultural  watersheds.  My  purpose  was  to  dramatize  the  results  attained  by  the 
watershed  program  and  spotlight  the  fact  that  it  was  not  receiving  proper 
credit  and  recognition  at  appropriation  time. 
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While  my  bill  was  never  acted  on,  3  years  ago  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
started  GO  “pilot”  projects  to  show  that  local  people  could  and  would  take  the 
initiative  in  meeting  their  flood  problems.  One  year  later  the  Congress  confirmed 
upstream  prevention  as  a  national  policy  by  passing  Public  Law  56G,  which  H.  R. 
8750,  the  bill  you  now  have  before  you,  seeks  to  amend. 

I  am  very  proud  of  Public  Law  566  and  of  the  fact  that  I  was  the  only  Senator 
among  the  sponsors  who  was  not  a  member  of  the  Agriculture  Committee. 

When  President  Eisenhower  signed  the  legislation  into  law,  he  said :  “This 
act  recognizes  by  law  for  the  first  time  the  great  importance  of  upstream  water¬ 
shed  protection  *  *  *  For  the  first  time,  also,  this  act  provides  a  broad  program 
of  Federal  technical  and  financial  assistance  to  such  local  watershed  groups  as 
are  willing  to  assume  the  responsibility  for  initiating  carrying  out  and  sharing 
the  costs  *  *  *” 

I  felt  when  Public  Law  566  was  passed  that  it  was  not  perfect  and  that  it  left 
a  lot  to  be  desired.  However,  I  was  more  than  willing  to  take  anything  we 
could  get  because  the  most  important  objective  at  the  time  was  to  get  positive 
Federal  recognition  of  the  importance  of  upstream  watershed  protection,  and  we 
accomplished  that. 

What  has  happened  in  the  nearly  2  years  since  Fublic  Law  566  signed?  On 
June  8,  less  than  a  month  ago,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  announced  approval 
of  the  first  locally  initiated  watershed  project  under  the  law.  In  his  announce¬ 
ment  Secretary  Benson  commented  on  tliis  as  “opening  the  way  for  prompt  action 
on  one  of  the  most  important  resource  conservation  developments  this  Nation 
has  ever  undertaken.” 

Thirteen  watershed  projects  have  finally  been  approved,  but  there  are  at  least 
16,500  small  watersheds  in  this  country,  involving  well  over  680  million  acres, 
urgently  needing  treatment  for  upstream  flood  prevention,  and  it  looks  like  most 
of  them  will  he  wanting  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  to  plan  a  project  for  them. 
As  of  yesterday,  SCS  had  received  approved  applications  from  541  watersheds, 
all  of  which  have  cleared  through  a  State  approving  agency  before  being  sent 
to  Washington.  Many  more  are  in  process.  No  one  knows  how  many  hundreds 
more  are  being  generated  out  in  the  hills. 

Now  that  the  success  of  the  program,  the  need  and  the  demand  for  it  have 
been  demonstrated,  changes  in  the  law  are  urgently  needed  if  we  ever  expect 
to  keep  pace  with  the  rapidly  increasing  backlog  of  applications. 

Under  present  law,  Federal  aid  is  limited  to  watersheds  no  larger  than  250,000 
acres.  No  dams  holding  more  than  2,500  acre-feet  can  be  built  without  specific 
approval  of  the  Senate  and  House  Agriculture  Committees.  Local  organizations 
must  provide  the  needed  land,  easements,  rights  of  way  and  must  pay  a  share 
of  the  installations  costs  of  any  works.  A  project  submitted  by  a  local  group 
has  to  run  the  gamut  of  a  State  approving  agency,  the  SCS,  the  Secretaiy  of 
Agriculture,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  if  the 
plan  includes  floodwater  detention  structure  or  irrigation  works,  and  the  Office 
of  the  President.  If  the  plan  gets  that  far,  it  still  goes  to  Congress  for  possible 
disapproval  if  it  involves  more  than  2,500  acre-feet  capacity,  or  wait  45  days  if  it 
does  not.  I  understand  that  in  addition  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  have  added  to  the  strictures  with  a  pile  of  rules  and 
regulations  1  inch  thick  by  actual  measurement. 

H.  R.  8750  would  go  a  long  wray  toward  relieving  the  backlog  of  applications 
that  is  rapidly  piling  up  on  the  desks  of  the  SCS,  and  at  the  same  time  broaden 
the  scope  of  the  law  and  make  it  more  equitable  for  the  local  cooperators.  The 
basic  principle  of  the  act,  however,  would  remain  unchanged. 

If  amended  as  proposed  by  FI.  R.  8750,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  coujd 
assist  local  organizations  in  carrying  out  multiple-purpose  water-  and  land- 
management  programs  rather  than  one  confined  exclusively  to  flood  prevention 
and  agricultural  water  management.  This  means  that  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  improvement,  and  pollution  abatement 
could  be  included.  These  are  recognized  features  of  reclamation  acts  and  simi¬ 
lar  legislation  and  certainly  there  seems  no  justification  for  not  including  them 
in  the  Small  Watershed  Act. 

The  amendments  also  permit  the  planning  of  structures  of  more  than  5,000 
acre-feet  if  they  are  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which  the  capacity 
in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  is  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention.  The 
costs  of  any  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  would  have  to  be  borne  entirely 
by  the  local  group.  In  some  cases  it  would  be  unrealistic  to  impose  a  firm  5,000 
acre-feet  limitation,  and  since  the  beauty  of  the  watershed  program  lies  in  the 
fact  that  it  can  be  tailored  to  fit  the  needs  of  individual  areas,  this  amendment 
should  be  accepted. 
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A  very  important  provision  of  H.  R.  8750  is  the  one  which  would  require  the 
Federal  Government  to  bear  the  total  construction  costs  of  flood  prevention 
structures.  The  cpnservancy  districts  are  required  to  acquire  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments  and  rights-of-way,  bear  the  full  cost  of  their  operation  and  maintenance, 
and  agree  to  carry  out  recommended  soil-conservation  measures  on  at  least  50 
percent  of  the  lands  above  the  drainage  area  of  any  reservoir.  I  am  in  full  accord 
with  the  House  position  that  these  requirements  alone  represent  an  equitable 
sharing  of  costs.  The  present  requirement  that  local  organizations  bear  a  part 
of  this  cost  is  in  many  cases  the  one  single  factor  preventing  the  carrying  out  of 
a  watershed  program.  It  should  be  eliminated. 

Much  progress  in  eliminating  the  delay  in  handling  of  the  small  projects, 
which  will  constitute  the  bulk  of  the  applications  for  assistance,  could  be  made 
by  adopting  the  amendment  that  they  not  be  submitted  to  Congress  if  the  Federal 
contribution  does  not  exceed  $250,000.  SCS  estimates  that  in  50  to  70  percent 
of  the  projects,  the  Federal  contribution  will  not  exceed  $250,000,  but  if  this 
amendment  is  not  accepted,  they  will  still  have  to  lie  before  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Congress  for  45  days  before  actual  operations  could  start. 
The  SCS  should  be  given  discretion  on  these  small-scale  projects. 

I  want  to  mention  here  that  a  number  of  applications  are  now  pending  before 
the  committees,  and  others  will  probably  be  received  in  the  immediate  future. 
The  chances  are  that  Congress  will  have  adjourned  before  the  45-day  waiting 
period  is  u,p,  which  means  these  approved  projects  will  have  to  wait  until  after 
the  new  Congress  convenes  next  year.  This  seems  to  me  to  be  a  useless  and 
uncalled  for  delay.  It  has  not  been  possible  to  get  them  to  Congress  sooner  since 
the  program  is  just  getting  started,  and  while  none  of  these  is  in  Oklahoma,  I 
feel  some  special  provision  should  be  made  just  this  one  time  for  automatic 
approval  of  the  projects  pending  before  the  committees  at  adjournment.  With 
the  program  rolling  now,  this  situation  will  probably  not  arise  again. 

Of  major  importance  is  the  amendment  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  make  long-term  loans  to  local  oi'ganizations  to  finance  the  local  share 
of  costs.  As  you  know,  there  is  no  present  provision  of  law  whereby  loans  for 
this  purpose  can  be  made  to  local  groups.  Inquiry  was  made  of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  as  to  the  availability  of  financial  assistance  under  the 
Water  Facilities  Act  in  connection  with  one  of  the  watershed  projects  in  Okla¬ 
homa.  It  was  the  decision  of  FHA  that  authority  does  not  exist  under  that 
act  to  make  such  a  loan. 

The  inability  of  local  groups  to  raise  a  rather  large  cash  contribution,  along 
with  the  requirement  that  they  bear  a  part  of  the  cost  of  flood  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  has  been  a  major  deterrent  to  the  active  planning  of  many  watershed 
projects.  These  loans  would  be  repaid  over  a  period  of  50  years  at  the  going 
Government  interest  rate.  The  REA  electric  and  rural  telephone  cooperatives 
have  made  the  best  record  of  loan  repayment  in  history,  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  the  Federal  Government  would  not  get  a  full  return  on  its  investment 
in  local  watershed  groups. 

Under  this  amendment,  municipalities  would  also  be  eligible  for  loans.  Water 
is  a  serious  problem  in  most  of  the  Western  States,  and  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  of  tremendous  assistance  to  many  of  the  smaller  communities  in 
solving  their  water  problems.  This  ties  in  with  the  section  2  amendment  which, 
would  permit  the  development  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies.  I 
sincerely  hope  this  loan  authority  will  be  accepted.  In  addition  to  giving  local 
groups  badly  needed  assistance,  it  will  be  a  lifesaver  for  communities  which 
cannot  justify  or  afford  a  single-purpose  water  storage  project.  There  are  a 
number  of  communities  in  Oklahoma  now  awaiting  the  final  outcome  of  this 
legislation  in  the  hope  that  they  can  at  last  provide  an  adequate  source  of  water 
supply  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

In  conclusion  let  me  say  that  H.  R.  8750  has  virtually  the  unanimous  support  of 
soil  conservation  districts  in  Oklahoma.  My  files  are  jammed  with  letters  from 
every  section  of  the  State  strongly  urging  that  the  Senate  approve  this  House- 
passed  bill.  To  their  pleas,  I  add  my  own,  and  strongly  urge  that  you  favorably 
report  this  bill  so  final  action  may  be  had  prior  to  adjournment  of  Congress. 

I  will  not  take  your  time  by  reading  them,  but  I  wish  to  add  here  for  the 
record  excerpts  from  a  few  of  the  many  letters  I  have  received  in  support  of 
H.  R.  8750. 

From  the  Noble  County  Soil  Conservation  District:  “In  our  judgment,  the 
Poage  amendments  to  the  Flood  Prevention  Act  of  1954  will  materially  aid  and 
benefit  the  whole  progress  of  conservation,  especially  upstream  flood  control.’^ 

From  the  Valliant  Soil  Conservation  District:  “H.  R.  8750  would  be  a  big 
improvement.” 
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From  tlie  Creek  County  Soil  Conservation  District :  “We  definitely  want  to 
see  passage  of  the  Poage  bill,  H.  R.  8750,  which  will  greatly  improve  the 
program  that  can  be  carried  out  under  Public  Law  566.” 

From  Little  Deep  Fork  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Association:  “We  are 
vitally  interested  in  the  passage  of  the  Poage  bill,  H.  R.  8750  *  * 

From  the  Wewoka  Creek  Water  &  Soil  Conservation  Association :  “We  are 
happy  to  know  that  Congress  has  realized  the  impediments  in  Public  Law 
566,  *  *  *  (and  now  plans  to  amend  it  as  proposed  in  H.  It.  8750.” 

Senator  Kerr.  We  will  now  hear  from  Senator  Frank  Carlson. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FRANK  CARLSON,  A  UNITED  STATES 
SENATOR  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Carlson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  very  much  the  privilege 
of  appearing  before  this  subcommittee  in  behalf  of  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

There  are  several  bills  pending  before  this  committee  proposing 
amendments,  one  of  them  being  Senate  3243,  which  I  introduced  on 
February  20  of  this  year.  As  these  bills  deal  generally  with  the  same 
subject  matter,  I  would  Urge  the  committee  to  use  H.  R.  8750,  a  bill 
that  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  earlier  this  session,  in  order 
that  we  might  secure  completed  congressional  action  this  year. 

The  proposed  amendments  are  the  result  of  2  years  experience  in 
the  field  with  the  Hope- Aiken  Water  Facilities  Act,  which  was  ap¬ 
proved  in  the  83d  Congress. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  there  can  be  no  legislation  with  more 
far-reaching  benefits  than  legislation  that  deals  with  the  control  of 
water  run-off  at  its  source.  It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  the  future 
development  of  our  Nation,  and  I  know  definitely  the  State  of  Kansas, 
will  be  largely  determined  by  the  amount  of  water  we  can  conserve 
and  use  for  conservation  and  beneficial  utilization. 

Our  State,  as  many  States  in  the  Midwest,  has  periods  of  excessive 
rainfall  which  results  in  floods  and  then  we  have  period  of  subnormal 
rainfall  which  results  in  severe  droughts  and  water  shortages.  We 
are  now  going  through  one  of  the  latter  periods.  Lack  of  water  for 
livestock,  irrigation,  and  municipal  purposes  is  causing  grave  concern 
in  many  areas. 

The  Hope- Aiken  bill  approved  in  the  83d  Congress  authorized  the 
establishment  of  pilot  projects  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
value  of  complete  control  of  water  runoff  on  watersheds.  While  it 
is  true  that  watersheds  already  completed  or  under  construction  are 
small  in  area,  they  have  proved  valuable  for  this  purpose. 

We  in  Kansas  have  six  of  these  projects.  They  are  being  con¬ 
structed  by  the  State  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  cooperation  with 
the  Federal  Government  and  local  organizations.  They  have  demon¬ 
strated  and  are  demonstrating  the  true  value  of  this  type  of  work. 

I  enthusiastically  support  and  urge  the  committee  to  approve  legis¬ 
lation  that  will  greatly  expand  this  program. 

1.  One  of  the  proposals  in  the  pending  legislation  provides  that 
local  organizations  shall  not  be  required  to  assume  any  part  of  the 
construction  costs  of  structural  measures  applicable  to  flood  preven¬ 
tion. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  substantially  equalize  cost  sharing  in 
the  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  program  with  that 
provided  for  in  the  flood  control  acts,  reclamation  acts  and  similar 
legislation. 
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Since  1938  Congress,  by  legislative  enactment,  has  provided  for 
the  construction  of  dams  and  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  reclama¬ 
tion  whose  cost  is  completely  borne  by  the  Federal  Government. 

It  is  my  contention  that  dams  and  reservoirs  built  under  this  pro¬ 
gram,  which  are  of  sufficient  size  to  be  of  value  for  flood  protection, 
should  receive  the  same  consideration. 

Many  farmers  write  me  that  in  the  soil  and  water  conservation 
program,  a  number  of  the  dams  are  of  such  size  and  the  reservoirs 
are  of  such  capacity  that  they  are  unable  to  finance  their  construction. 
This  amendment  would  relieve  that  situation  and  greatly  increase  the 
benefits  of  the  entire  program,  not  only  for  flood  control,  but  for  the 
impounding  of  water  that  is  of  great  value  in  our  State. 

Even  if  this  amendment  were  adopted,  the  local  organizations  would 
still  be  required  to  acquire  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way 
and  to  assume  the  full  cost  of  their  operation  and  maintenance. 

2.  One  of  the  amendments  that  I  heartily  endorse  permits  the  build¬ 
ing  of  dams  with  a  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  if  the  capacity 
in  excess  of  that  figure  is  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and 
the  construction  cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is  borne  entirely  by  the 
local  cooperating  organizations. 

This  would  permit  municipalities  and  other  taxing  units  who  need  to 
expand  or  replenish  their  water  supply  to  cooperate  in  this  program  of 
control  of  water  runoff  for  securing  water  for  beneficial  uses. 

It  is  my  contention  that  these  amendments  with  others  proposed  in 
the  pending  legislation  could  operate  without  conflict  with  other  pro¬ 
grams  for  soil  conservation,  control  of  water  runoff  at  its  source,  flood 
control  and  reclamation. 

3.  Another  amendment  provides  for  long-term  loans  at  the  Govern¬ 
ment  rate  of  interest  to  local  organizations  for  the  purpose  of  financing 
their  share  of  the  cost  of  these  programs. 

The  pilot  projects  that  we  have  constructed  have  demonstrated  that 
the  overall  cost  runs  into  rather  substantial  figures  and  the  benefits 
are  of  long-range  value.  This,  I  believe,  warrants  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  setting  up  a  plan  of  financing  at  low  interest  rates  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  projects  that  could  be  amortized  over  a  period  of  10, 
20  or  more  years. 

4.  Our  experience  with  these  projects  has  demonstrated  that  great 
delay  is  encountered  in  securing  approval  of  small  projects  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

This  bill  provides  that  projects  for  which  the  Federal  contribution 
is  $25,000  and  less  should  not  be  required  to  have  congressional  ap¬ 
proval. 

This  amendment  is  important  in  that  it  would  eliminate  much  red 
tape  and  delay  in  this  important  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again  I  cannot  express  too  strongly  my  personal  in¬ 
terest  in  this  legislation,  and  urge  immediate  action  by  the  committee 
so  that  we  may  secure  complete  Congressional  approval  before  this 
session  of  Congress  adjourns. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  Congressman  Lester  Johnson  of  Wisconsin  here? 

Mr.  J  ohnson.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Come  around,  Congressman. 

Prior  to  that,  I  want  to  insert  in  the  record  a  statement  by  Senator 
Earle  Clements  in  support  of  legislation  to  amend  Public  Law  566, 
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and  also  statements  by  Senator  W.  Kerr  Scott  and  Senator  Wallace 
F.  Bennett. 

(The  statements  of  Senator  Clements,  Senator  Bennett,  and  Senator 
Scott  follow :) 

Statement  of  Senator  Earle  C.  Clements 

Mr.  Chairman  ancl  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  appear  today  specifically 
in  support  of  S.  3023,  the  bill  the  late  Senator  Barkley  and  I  introduced,  but  I 
want  to  say  at  the  outset  that  I  have  no  pride  in  authorship  and  I  am  not  in¬ 
terested  in  seeing  my  name  on  any  legislation  finally  enacted.  My  primary  in¬ 
terest  and  objectives  go  to  the  principles  involved  in  this  legislation,  for  I  feel 
that  we  are  charting  a  course  which  the  Nation  ought  to  follow  in  the  handling 
of  water  as  a  great  natural  resource. 

Furthermore,  I  want  to  say  that  since  the  introduction  of  S.  3023  my  further 
study  of  this  subject  and  the  problems  which  we  seek  to  remedy  have  convinced 
me  that  five  amendments  to  that  bill  are  needed. 

These  amendments  are  designed  primarily  to  guarantee:  (1)  That  benefits 
from  projects  proposed  for  construction  under  this  act  will  exceed  the  costs ; 
(2)  that  there  will  be  a  satisfactory  review  and  coordination  of  the  program  with 
other  Federal  agencies  involved  in  related  activities;  and  (3)  that  there  will  be 
retained  the  principle  that  Congress  will  review  each  project  before  any  Federal 
funds  are  expended  for  construction. 

Legislation  on  this  subject  has  been  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
in  the  form  of  H.  R.  S750,  which  is  now  before  this  subcommittee.  This  measure 
has  good  points,  and  it  should  be  passed  if  the  Senate  is  not  willing  to  give  at¬ 
tention  to  what  I  consider  to  be  some  other  important  considerations  and  princi¬ 
ples  that  are  contained  in  S.  3023  as  I  propose  to  amend  it. 

In  this  connection,  I  would  like  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Senate  and 
House  and  their  conferees  have  approved  FI.  R.  5S81,  and  that  legislation  would 
provide  benefits  to  the  people  of  17  Western  States  where  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  apply  which  would  not  be  provided  to  other  States  under  II.  R.  8750.  I 
have  sought  through  S.  3023  and  the  amendments  I  propose  to  make  benefits 
available  to  the  people  of  other  States  comparable  to  those  provided  under  H.  R. 
5881.  I  am  confident  that  Congress  desires  to  deal  as  fairly  with  the  other  31 
States  as  it  has  with  the  17  Western  States. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  there  are  a  number  of  reasons  why  I  have  reached 
the  conclusion  that  Congress  should  maintain  close  scrutiny  of  the  small  water¬ 
shed  program  to  be  carried  out  through  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The 
first  is  that  this  is  a  relatively  new  program,  and  firm  policies  for  its  adminis- 
stration  have  not  been  developed.  The  appropriation  which  has  been  made  for 
fiscal  year  1957  will  make  possible  the  submission  of  only  a  small  number  of 
projects,  and  it  will  be  no  major  task  for  congressional  committees  to  review 
them.  Congressional  review  also  can  mean,  in  my  judgment,  that  Congress  can 
provide  much  more  flexibility  in  the  consideration  of  benefits  which  may  arise 
from  these  projects  without  the  risk  of  administrative  determinations  that  would 
push  the  program  into  areas  where  Congress  may  not  feel  it  should  go.  Finally, 
it  is  my  belief  that  Congress  wants  complete  coordination  of  related  programs, 
and  needs  an  opportunity  to  determine  whether  the  administration  is  providing 
such  coordination. 

Here  I  would  like  the  subcommittee’s  permission  to  insert  in  the  record  the 
five  suggested  amendments  to  which  I  referred  above,  and  hereafter  in  my  state¬ 
ment  address  my  remarks  to  S.  3023  as  it  would  be  changed  by  these  amend¬ 
ments. 

(1)  On  page  2,  beginning  with  line  10,  strike  out  down  through  line  14,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“(2)  to  make  such  studies  as  may  be  necessary  for  determining  the  physical, 
financial,  and  economic  soundness  of  plans  for  works  of  improvement,  including 
a  determination  as  to  whether  benefits  exceed  costs 

(2)  On  page  2,  beginning  with  the  proviso  in  line  19,  strike  out  down  through 
line  25,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  : 

“Provided  further ,  That  the  Secretary  shall  assume  that  part  of  the  construction 
costs  allocable  to  agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  development,  utiliza¬ 
tion,  and  disposal  of  water  which  is  equal  to  the  present  worth  of  the  interest 
that  would  accrue  on  a  loan  for  such  construction  costs  over  a  period  of  50  years, 
whether  or  not  a  loan  is  made  to  the  local  organization  under  the  provisions  of 
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section  8  of  this  Act.  The  rate  of  interest  shall  be  determined  as  provided  in 
section  8  of  this  Act 

(3)  On  page  3,  beginning  with  line  10,  strike  out  down  through  line  12,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“(2)  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs  and  that 
the  works  of  improvement  are  financially  feasible ;  and”. 

(4)  On  page  3,  beginning  with  line  1(5,  strike  out  all  through  line  3  on  page 
4,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“(b)  Upon  receipt  of  an  application  for  works  of  improvement  which  (1)  in¬ 
cludes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (2)  includes  Federal 
assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures,  a  .brief  description  of  the  appli¬ 
cation  and  of  the  proposed  works  of  improvement  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his 
information  and  review.  Final  plans  for  any  such  works  of  improvement  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  re¬ 
spectively,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  such  plans  to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The  views  and 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
if  received  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  sixty-day  period, 
shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Congress.  ’ 

(5)  On  page  4,  beginning  with  line  4,  strike  out  down  through  line  13,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall,  at  least  sixty  days  (counting  only  days  occurring 
during  any  regular  or  special  session  of  the  Congress)  before  beginning  con¬ 
struction  on  or  entering  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  works  of  im¬ 
provement,  submit  to  the  appropriate  committee  of  each  House  of  the  Congress  the 
plan  for  such  works  of  improvement.  The  Secretary  may  begin  construction  on 
or  enter  into  contracts  for  the  construction  of  any  works  of  improvement  before 
the  passage  of  such  sixty-day  period,  if  within  such  period  each  such  committee 
expresses  approval  of  such  works  of  improvement  by  committee  resolution.  If 
within  such  period  either  such  committee  expresses  disapproval  of  such  works  of 
improvement  by  committee  resolution,  and  notifies  the  Secretary  in  writing  of 
such  expression  of  disapproval,  the  Secretary  shall  not  commence  construction 
on  or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  such  works  of  improvement, 
unless  the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution  approves  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment.” 

One  of  the  greatest  problems  facing  our  Nation  today  in  the  fidd  of  natural 
resources  concerns  our  use  and  treatment  of  water.  There  are  many  evidences 
of  it.  I  would  mention  here  the  increased  public  interest  in  a  pure  water  supply, 
which  has  culminated  in  the  passage  of  a  more  comprehensive  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  by  both  Houses,  and  which  has  just  been  approved  in  conference ; 
the  widespread  interest  in  making  more  effective  the  small  watershed  program ; 
the  passage  by  both  Houses  of  an  improved  small  reclamation  projects  bill ;  an 
increased  concern  on  the  part  of  the  public  in  such  problems  as  the  lowering  of  the 
water  table;  an  increasing  alarm  because  of  seasonal  shortages  of  water  in  many 
areas  of  the  country ;  and  the  ever  growing  consumption  and  demands  placed  upon 
our  present  water  supply.  In  my  judgment,  much  of  our  future  economic  pros¬ 
perity  and  security  will  in  large  part  depend  upon  how  well  we  manage  and  util¬ 
ize  our  water  resources. 

When  Public  Law  566  was  adopted,  it  was  adapted  to  meet  one  phase  of  the 
interest  in  water.  It  was  adapted  to  satisfy  the  public  interest  in  the  need  for 
a  proper  utilization  and  retardation  of  water  on  our  smaller  streams  in  the 
small  watersheds  in  the  interest  of  agriculture.  By  so  limiting  this  program 
to  the  agricultural  phases  of  the  development  of  our  water  resources,  we  are 
actually  preventing  an  opportunity  to  provide  solutions  to  many  water  problems 
not  directly  connected  with  agriculture  and  a  full  utilization  of  this  resource. 
We  are  compounding  these  other  water  problems  by  deferring  them  to  some 
future  program  when  it  would  be  much  more  costly  to  modify  projects  already 
constructed.  S.  3023  would  remove  the  restriction  that  works  of  improvement 
be  limited  to  agricultural  phases  only  of  the  conservation,  development,  utili¬ 
zation,  and  disposal  of  water,  and  thus  prevent  costly  omissions  in  the  utilization 
of  the  water  resources  in  our  small  watersheds. 

In  my  many  contacts  with  potential  small  watershed  projects,  and  in  discussing 
water  resources  development  in  the  small  watersheds,  it  has  become  apparent  to 
ine  that  what  was  intended  under  Public  Law  566  as  an  equitable  cost-sharing 
formula  actually  would  permit  an  administrative  practice  of  allocating  costs 
on  projects  which  has  little  uniformity,  and  which  gives  a  priority  of  construction 
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to  those  projects  in  areas  where  the  local  organization  is  in  the  best  tinancial 
position  to  bid  for  a  project  by  offering  to  contribute  a  sizable  share  of  the  cost. 
On  the  other  hand,  in  areas  where  the  economic  justification  for  the  project 
would  be  even  greater,  because  of  the  local  organization’s  inability  to  outbid 
others  in  offering  a  financial  contribution  to  the  total  cost,  action  could  be 
indefinitely  deferred.  The  construction  of  a  project  should  be  based  upon 
the  economic  justification  for  it — not  solely  on  the  financial  ability  of  a  com¬ 
munity  to  bid  for  it. 

S.  3023  would  adopt  a  uniform  formula  for  all  small  watershed  projects  inso¬ 
far  as  the  local  organization’s  share  of  the  total  cost  is  concerned,  and  would 
permit  Government  loans  for  the  local  organization’s  share  of  the  cost.  At  the 
same  time,  it  brings  the  cost-sharing  formula  in  line  with  other  comparable  wa¬ 
ter  resources  development  programs.  Specifically,  S.  3023  would  require  the 
Federal  Government  to  assume  all  the  cost  for  flood-prevention  structures,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  land  acquisition  and  rights  of  way.  This  is  consist  in  principle  to 
other  Federal  flood- control  projects,  such  as  local  flood  protection  for  towns  and 
cities,  large  flood-control  reservoirs,  and  flood-prevention  features  in  structures 
under  the  small  reclamation  projects  bill  ill.  R.  5881). 

Aside  from  the  flood-control  features  of  any  project,  S.  3023  would  provide  for 
Federal  cost  sharing  of  approximately  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  agricultural 
phases  of  the  project.  This  would  be  accomplished  by  making  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  contribution  to  the  agricultural  phases  of  an  impoundment  equal  to 
the  present  worth  of  the  interest  on  a  50-year  loan  on  the  local  interests’  share 
of  the  cost.  Again,  this  principle  finds  a  precedent  in,  and  is  comparable  to,  the 
action  taken  by  both  Houses  on  the  small  projects  bill  designed  for  small  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  (II.  li.  5881)  ;  for  under  that  act  loans  for  agricultural  reclamation 
are  interest  free. 

The  cost  of  storage  capacity  in  water-retaining  structures  for  purposes  other 
than  flood  control  and  the  agricultural  phases  of  the  use  of  water,  wou'd  be  borne 
on  an  equitable  basis  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  local  organization. 
That  is  to  say,  that  where  the  additional  cost  would  provide  benefits  deutified 
as  being  solely  local,  the  additional  cost  would  be  primarily  a  local  responsibility. 
Where  the  benefits  were  widespread  and  the  beneficiaries  could  not  be  identified, 
the  Secretary  would  be  justified  in  determining  that  that  portion  of  the  cost 
was  primarily  a  Federal  responsibility. 

Public  Law  566  limits  watershed  development  to  watersheds  not  containing 
more  than  250,000  acres.  In  addition,  it  imposes  a  restriction  on  the  size  of  any 
reservoir  of  5,000  acre-feet.  Public  Law  566  is  designed  to  cope  with  problems 
and  to  develop  the  resources  of  our  small  watersheds.  It  is  a  small  watershed 
program,  and  as  such  should  not  develop  into  a  program  for  developing  large- 
scale  projects  such  as  those  carried  on  by  the  United  States  Corps  of  Engineers 
or  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  our  major  streams  and  tributaries.  These 
agencies,  because  of  the  effectiveness  with  which  they  have  pursued  major  water 
problems  and  because  of  the  great  amount  of  experience  gained  in  this  field, 
should  be  the  sole  agencies  to  prosecute  water  resources  development  on  our 
major  streams  and  tributaries.  However,  at  best  the  5,000  acre-feet  restriction 
on  the  size  of  reservoirs  is  an  arbitrary  restriction,  and  might  seriously  prevent 
the  proper  development  of  a  small  watershed,  especially  if  other  water  needs  are 
to  be  taken  care  of  as  proposed  by  S.  3023,  S.  3023  would  retain  the  limitation 
of  250,000  acres  as  the  size  of  any  small  watershed  project,  and  in  my  judgment 
this  assures  that  the  program  will  be  limited  to  the  small  streams.  This  would 
substantially  eliminate  the  program’s  overlapping  or  duplication  of,  the  func¬ 
tions  of  other  water  resources  agencies. 

Public  Law  566  requires  transmission  of  the  final  plans  for  any  project  which 
includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  or  rec¬ 
ommendations  at  least  60  days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  Congress. 
S.  3023  with  the  amendments  recommended  today,  in  addition  to  requiring 
submission  of  any  final  plans  to  these  agencies  would  require  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  transmit  on  receipt  of  the  application  a  brief  description  of  the 
application  and  of  the  proposed  works  of  improvement  to  these  agencies.  This, 
in  my  judgment,  is  essential  if  we  are  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  coordinated  think¬ 
ing  of  the  Federal  agencies  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  water  resources 
development.  This  requirement  will  make  possible  the  elimination  of  many 
problems  concerning  project  conflicts  before  the  plans  have  reached  their  final 
stage. 
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As  a  final  assurance  that  the  proposed  development  of  any  small  watershed  is 
consistent  with  the  intent  and  policies  of  the  Congress  with  respect  to  water 
resources  development,  S.  3023  with  the  proposed  amendments  would  provide 
for  congressional  review.  One  amendment  would  prevent  the  construction  of 
any  project  the  plans  for  which  have  been  disapproved  by  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittee  of  either  the  House  or  Senate  during  the  review  period  originally  required 
in  Public  Law  566  and  retained  in  S.  3023  unless  Congress  gives  its  approval 
by  concurrent  resolution.  In  similar  manner,  it  would  eliminate  the  long  waiting 
period  where  the  appropriate  congressional  committees  of  both  Houses  approved 
the  plans. 

Finally,  in  order  to  insure  that  small  watershed  development  may  be  carried 
out  where  economically  justified  in  all  areas,  irrespective  of  the  financial  re¬ 
sources  of  the  local  organizations,  S.  3023  would  provide  for  50-year  loans  with 
interest  determined  as  the  average  interest  rate  on  long-term  Federal  obligations 
to  finance  the  local  organizations’  share  of  the  costs.  This  provision  coincides 
with  the  loan  features  of  the  small  projects  bill  (II.  R.  5881). 


Statement  of  Senator  W.  Kerr  Scott  of  North  Carolina 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  express  my  feeling  that  it  is  urgently  necessary  for 
this  Congress  to  strengthen  and  expand  the  small  watershed  program  launched 
under  Public  Law  566  by  the  83d  Congress.  Our  experience  with  this  law  during 
the  year  and  a  half  that  the  program  has  been  in  operation  has  revealed  three 
main  things  about  it.  First,  its  potentialities  have  caught  the  imagination  of 
our  people  to  an  unparalleled  degree,  and  applications  for  projects  have  poured 
in  upon  the  responsible  authorities ;  second,  its  limitations  in  scope  and  financial 
resources  have  made  it  possible  for  only  a  few  projects  to  get  beyond  the  appli¬ 
cation  stage;  and  third,  its  procedural  provisions  seem,  to  me  at  least,  to  be 
unduly  burdened  with  redtape  and  delays,  to  the  point  that  I  am  reminded  of 
the  old  adage,  "hope  deferred  maketh  the  heart  sick.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  in  general  agreement  with  the  philosophy  and 
purposes  of  H.  R.  8750  as  it  passed  the  House  of  Representatives.  I  know 
your  subcommittee  has  before  it  a  number  of  bills  with  many  admirable  provi¬ 
sions,  and  I  know  that  you  will  give  careful  thought  and  study  to  all  of  them. 
However,  I  will  mention  here  two  points  which  I  think  ought  to  be  in  the  bill 
Congress  enacts. 

First,  I  believe  that  the  cost  of  the  flood-protection  features  of  reservoir  con¬ 
struction  under  this  program  ought  to  be  borne  entirely  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  principle,  it  seems  to  me,  ought  to  apply  to  small  projects  as  well 
as  to  large  ones,  and  the  tradition  of  Federal  construction  of  the  larger  flood- 
control  works  at  Federal  expense  is  well  established.  I  think  the  local  organi¬ 
zations  have  contributed  their  fair  share  when  they  have  applied  the  needed 
land  treatment  measures,  acquired  the  lands,  rights-of-way,  and  easements,  and 
have  contracted  to  bear  the  burden  of  operation  and  maintenance. 

And  second,  I  think  the  5,000-acre-feet  limitation  on  size  of  reservoirs  to  be 
constructed  under  this  program  is  an  arbitrary  and  unrealistic  limitation,  which 
ought  to  be  raised  or  eliminated.  Some  formula  more  flexible,  adaptable  to 
the  needs  of  differing  situations,  ought  to  be  adopted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  splendid  things  about  the  small  watershed  program 
is  that  it  is  based  on  local  initiative  in  organizing  and  developing  watershed 
protection  and  flood-prevention  programs  by  the  local  groups  themselves.  I 
subscribe  to  the  view  that  the  existing  law  should  be  broadened  in  purpose  to 
take  full  advantage  of  all  the  potentialities  of  the  water  resources  impounded 
in  these  small  reservoirs  and  operated  and  maintained  by  the  local  sponsoring 
organizations.  I  know  what  it  can  mean  in  terms  of  better  soil  and  water 
management;  in  terms  of  conserving  the  land  and  protecting  rural  and  urban 
homes,  land,  and  businesses  from  floods ;  in  terms  of  better  storage  and  distri¬ 
bution  of  water  to  improve  farming  through  irrigation  and  better  drainage, 
and  to  make  possible  the  release  of  water  during  droughts  to  ease  downstream 
pollution,  protect  fish,  and  in  general  maintain  an  adequate  streamflow ;  in 
terms  of  the  recreation  possibilities  of  these  small  reservoirs ;  and  finally,  and 
particularly  important  to  full  and  well-coordinated  use  of  our  water  resources, 
in  terms  of  municipal  water  supply  where  this  feature  can  be  built  into  the 
program  to  the  advantage  of  all  the  local  interests  concerned. 
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Statement  by  Senator  Wallace  F.  Bennett 

May  I  say  first  of  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  am  wholeheartedly  in  accord  with 
•efforts  to  eliminate  delay  in  processing  small  watershed  projects.  It  is  impera¬ 
tive  that  we  prevent  Hoods  and  not  confine  ourselves  solely  to  controlling  them. 
It  is  precisely  this  emphasis  upon  water  and  soil  conservation  on  our  vital 
watersheds  that  led  me  to  support  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  of  1954. 

Two  of  the  original  1953  “pilot”  projects  are  located  in  Utah  near  Santaquin 
and  Mount  Pleasant.  Thus  far,  they  have  proven  most  successful  and  will  be 
completed  in  195S.  However,  of  the  19  applications  in  Utah  under  Public  Law 
566,  only  1  has  thus  far  received  approval  by  Congress,  the  Mill  Canyon-Sage 
Flat  project  at  Glendale. 

Assistance  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  the  present  small  watershed 
program  is  limited  to  irrigation  drainage  and  flood  prevention.  It  is  unfair  to 
limit  the  local  people  by  such  narrow  restrictions.  I  am  in  complete  agreement 
with  the  first  amendment  to  the  1954  act  which  would  expand  the  assistance 
under  the  act  to  include  such  purposes  as  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply, 
recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  improvement,  pollution  abatement  by  streamflow 
regulation  and  saline  water  intrusion  control.  Multiple  use  of  water  resources 
is  just  as  vital  on  small  watersheds  as  it  is  in  large  river  basins. 

The  second  amendment  would  delete  the  proviso  clause  which  prohibits  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  from  sharing  in  the  cost  of  storage  for  purposes 
other  than  flood  prevention  and  should  therefore  be  adopted  consistent  with  the 
first  amendment. 

Under  the  present  law,  flood-control  structures  are  limited  to  a  5,000  acre-feet 
total  capacity  and  the  third  amendment  would  remove  the  limitation  with  cer¬ 
tain  restrictions,  including  the  requirement  that  the  construction  cost  of  capacity 
in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  be  borne  entirely  by  the  local  organization.  This 
amendment  may  have  some  value  in  other  States  but  there  has  been  no  occasion 
thus  far  to  build  or  plan  a  structure  larger  than  5,000  acre-feet  in  Utah  and  it 
appears  unlikely  that  one  of  such  size  will  be  needed  in  the  future. 

The  fourth  amendment  would  provide  that  the  cost  of  structural  measures  for 
flood  control  would  be  borne  completely  by  the  Federal  Government  while  the 
present  program  calls  for  some  local  cost  sharing  to  the  extent  that  the  local 
organization  is  benefited  by  the  flood-control  structures. 

There  is  a  considerable  difference  of  opinion  in  Utah  about  this  provision. 
Those  who  are  in  favor  of  the  amendment  argue  that  the  cost  of  flood-control 
structures  built  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  flood-control  benefits  on 
reclamation  projections  are  totally  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  they 
feel  that  it  would  be  discriminatory  to  local  groups  under  the  small  watershed 
program  if  they  had  to  assist  in  paying  for  flood-control  structures  while  others 
do  not.  Those  who  oppose  the  amendment  feel  that  the  local  people  should  bear 
a  portion  of  the  cost  to  the  extent  that  they  are  actually  benefited  by  the  structure. 

In  the  event  that  the  committee  should  adopt  this  amendment,  I  wish  to 
propose  a  further  amendment,  making  the  benefits  retroactive  to  cover  the  13 
projects  thus  far  approved  by  Congress  under  the  1954  act.  One  of  these  projects, 
Mill  Canyon-Sage  Flat,  is  in  Utah  and  a  significant  portion,  assigned  to  flood 
control,  $25,685,  must  be  paid  by  the  local  people  under  the  present  program. 
If  future  projects  are  to  receive  these  benefits  under  the  act,  then  it  seems  only 
fair  that  the  13  projects  already  approved  by  Congress  including  Mill  Canyon- 
Sage  Flat  should  be  similarly  benefited. 

Raising  the  5,000  acre-feet  limitation  and  directing  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  pay  for  flood-control  structures  raises  some  serious  administrative  prob¬ 
lems.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  will  be  projected  to  a  greater  extent  than 
ever  into  the  flood-control  picture  along  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  This  could  lead  to  wasteful  competition.  The 
need  for  a  clear  direction  by  Congress  requiring  that  the  agencies  must  coordinate 
their  efforts  is  manifestly  necessary  if  this  amendment  is  adopted.  This  re¬ 
quirement  of  coordination  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  sufficiently  well  spelled  out  in 
the  present  act.  I,  therefore,  urge  that  the  committee  make  it  quite  clear  that 
the  agencies  involved  shall  coordinate  and  cooperate  rather  than  compete. 

Some  corollary  problems  are  associated  with  the  amendment  to  have  the 
Federal  Government  assume  the  cost  of  flood-control  structures.  Many  small 
communities  in  Utah  which  are  nofv  unable  to  participate  in  the  small  water¬ 
shed  program  would  be  able  to  do  so  if  the  amendment  is  adopted.  In  fact,  it 


26  AMEND  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT 


may  be  said  in  Utah  that  the  smaller  the  community,  the  more  difficult  it  will 
be  for  them  a  carry  out  a  project  under  the  present  act.  This  problem  is 
heightened  by  the  fact  that  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  so  reluctant  to. 
take  action  on  small  projects  in  Utah.  In  the  absence  of  congressional  approval 
of  the  small  reclamation  projects  bill,  it  is  also  virtually  impossible  to  get  any 
action  on  these  small  projects  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Many  vital  water¬ 
sheds  are  being  neglected  in  this  vacuum. 

Another  of  the  factors  which  make  it  difficult  for  our  smaller  communities 
in  Utah  to  participate  in  the  small  watershed  program  is  the  vast  area  owned  by 
the  Federal  Government,  comprising  three-fourths  of  the  State.  Under  the 
present  law,  Public  Law  566,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  include  large  areas 
of  vitally  important  watersheds  on  our  public  lands  in  Utah  under  the  small 
watershed  program  because  of  the  requirement  that  there  be  “local  sponsors"  to- 
assume  a  share  of  the  costs.  Our  small  towns  and  communities  have  trouble 
enough  to  meet  their  share  of  the  cost  on  private  lands  immediately  nearby. 
To  require  that  they  also  defray  a  portion  of  the  cost  on  more  distant  public 
lands  as  well,  makes  it  virtually  impossible  for  them  to  participate  in  the- 
program. 

There  is  a  great  dispersion  of  problem  areas  on  the  watersheds  located  on 
public  lands  which  are  difficult  to  relate  to  local  groups.  Moreover,  in  some- 
instances  the  benefits  occur  too  far  downstream  to  fit  into  the  concept  of  local 
sponsors.  Such  benefits  include  protection  of  the  fish  resource,  reduction  of 
sedimentation  to  streams,  reservoirs,  and  irrigation  canals  and  flood  control.. 
This  latter  problem  would  be  partially  remedied  under  the  proposed  amendments. 

An  example  if  this  problem  shared  by  many  of  Utah's  small  communities  is 
the  Pleasant  Creek  watershed  project.  On  one  side  of  the  hill  there  are  local 
sponsors  while  on  the  other  side  of  the  hill  there  are  no  local  sponsors.  The 
present  law  is  therefore  of  no  value  to  one  side  of  the  hill,  although  the  area 
where  there  are  no  local  sponsors  is  quite  as  important  for  soil  conservation 
and  watershed  protection  as  the  other  side  of  the  hill  where  there  are  such  local 
sponsors. 

The  problem  is  so  acute  that  the  complaint  has  been  made  in  Utah,  with  much 
justification,  that  the  Small  Watershed  Act  is  designed  principally  to  aid  the 
Midwest  and  only  incidentally  the  mountain  West.  Just  a  small  portion  of 
Utah  projects  can  be  built  under  the  present  law.  The  expansion  of  purposes 
under  the  act  and  the  flood-control  amendment  would  be  a  partial  remedy  to 
this  critical  problem,  but  it  is  necessary  that  the  committee  alter  the  concept 
of  “local  sponsors”  to  solve  this  vital  problem.  It  is  doubly  important  to  reach: 
such  a  solution  since  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  Forest  Service,. 
the  two  large  Federal  land  agencies  in  Utah,  do  not  have  sufficient  funds  to 
cooperate  in  the  program  on  watersheds  under  their  jurisdiction.  Furthermore,, 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  shown  a  certain  reluctance  to  expand  its 
activities  to  these  areas  controlled  by  the  other  agencies,  perhaps  because 
there  is  no  clear  congressional  mandate  to  require  them  to  do  so. 

The  soil  conservation  districts  in  Utah  now  have  the  legal  authority  to  contract 
for  wTorks  of  improvement,  so  the  fifth  amendment  regarding  the  terminal  date 
of  July  1, 1956,  will  not  affect  Utah. 

The  sixth  amendment  provides  that  projects  involving  a  Federal  contribution 
of  less  than  $250,000  to  the  construction  cost  of  structural  works  shall  be  ex¬ 
empted  from  review  by  Congress  and  Federal  agencies.  While  I  am  completely 
in  favor  of  speeding  up  the  review  process,  I  have  serious  reservations  about 
exempting  completely  such  projects  from  review.  With  the  vast  expansion  of 
such  water  projects  contemplated  in  the  future,  I  believe  that  there  should 
be  a  streamlined  review  process  to  prevent  abuses. 

The  seventh  amendment  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  long¬ 
term  loans  to  local  organizations  at  the  rate  of  interest  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government  on  its  long-term  interest-bearing  marketable  securities  to  finance  the 
local  share  of  project  costs.  Some  Utah  communities  have  had  difficulty  in 
raising  the  necessary  cash  for  project  improvements  and  the  provision  should 
prove  salutary  to  them. 

Our  watersheds  are  precious  resources  and  are  in  dire  need  of  enlightened 
water-  and  soil-conservation  measures.  I,  therefore,  sincerely  urge  this  com¬ 
mittee  to  act  affirmatively  upon  the  recommendations  I  have  made.  In  closing,. 
I  ask  that  two  editorials,  one  from  the  Salt  Lake  Tribune  and  the  other  from 
the  Desert  News  and  Telegram,  appear  in  the  record.  They  eloquently  point  up 
some  of  the  problems  we  have  encountered  in  Utah  under  Public  Law  566. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right,  Congressman  Johnson.  Do  you  have  a 
prepared  statement  ? 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LESTER  R.  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Johnson.  No ;  I  am  going  to  talk  ad  lib. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  appearing  as  a  cosponsor  of  a  similar  bill  in  the 
House,  the  Poage  bill,  which  is  before  you.  There  were  similar  bills 
introduced  by  Mrs.  Blitch,  of  Georgia,  myself,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wis¬ 
consin,  Mr.  Laird,  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Matthews,  and  Cliff  Hope. 

Senator  Kerr.  Did  you  say  Cliff  Hope? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Clifford  Hope  of  Kansas. 

We  had  very  extended  hearings  in  the  House,  and  I  happen  to  have 
been  fortunate  enough  to  have  been  with  the  subcommittee  at  the 
time  we  drafted  this  bill,  and  I  hope  you  Senators  over  here  will  just 
leave  it  as  is.  I  think  we  have  got  a  very  good  bill. 

I  was  especially  interested  to  hear  the  testimony  of - 

Senator  Kerr.  May  1  ask  you  a  question  right  there,  Congressman? 

Mr.  Johnson.  You  bet. 

Senator  Kerr.  Do  you  think  we  could  pass  it  over  a  Presidential 
veto  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  do  not  believe  we  will  get  a  veto,  because  I  talked 
with  the  President  personally  myself  at  the  time  he  invited  us  fresh¬ 
man  Congressmen  up  there,  and  he  tells  me  that  he  thinks  the  place  to 
stop  these  floods  is  back  in  the  hills  where  they  start.  And  I  think  that 
is  the  theory  behind  this  legislation. 

I  represent  a  part  of  western  Wisconsin  where  we  have  these  un¬ 
glaciated  areas  which  are  very  hilly,  and  our  farms  are  poor  farms, 
and  these  people  all  should  be  in  some  watershed.  But  what  is  hap¬ 
pening  with  these  poor  farmers  back  there  is  that  when  they  hear  these 
Government  employees  are  out  trying  to  get  them  into  the  watersheds, 
they  are  going  to  have  to  stand  the  cost  of  this  dam,  and  they  have 
got  farms  all  the  way  from  five  to  ten  thousand  dollars  in  value  and 
they  cannot  imagine  themselves  getting  hooked  with  a  posible  flood 
dam  that  is  going  to  help  the  people  down  below  that  is  going  to  cost 
them  probably  half  the  cost  of  their  farm  or  more.  And  I  think  that  is 
what  has  been  holding  up  the  work. 

In  the  hearings  before  the  House  I  think  I  brought  out  in  question¬ 
ing  Mr.  Peterson,  who  is  here  from  the  Department,  that  there  has 
not  been  a  single  project  started  as  yet,  and  it  will  be  2  years  this 
August  from  the  time  the  Hope  Act  was  passed  and  signed  by  the 
President. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  is  Public  Law  566? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes,  sir.  And  I  think  if  we  are  going  to  get  any¬ 
where  on  this  legislation  we  have  got  to  get  this  legislation  in  shape 
so  that  the  people  back  in  the  small  watersheds  are  getting  the  same 
kind  of  a  proposition  that  is  given  to  the  people  under  the  Corps  of 
Engineers’  projects. 

I  think  it  is  just  as  important  to  stop  this  water — it  is  more  impor¬ 
tant  to  stop  this  water— back  in  the  hills  in  the  small  streams  than  to 
let  it  all  come  clown  and  hold  it  in  a  big  dam.  And  I  believe  that  when 
these  projects  are  worked  out  all  over  the  country  we  will  stop  a  lot  of 
our  big  floods  because  we  will  stop  the  water  back  at  the  source. 

And  besides  furnishing  the  sites  for  these  dams  and  the  rights-of- 
way  and  different  things  like  that,  these  different  farmers  in  the  water¬ 
sheds  have  to  go  ahead  and  practice  soil  conservation  practices  that  are 
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laid  out  by  the  ASC.  And  over  50  percent  of  the  farmers  in  the  area 
have  to  agree  under  the  law,  as  it  is  now,  as  I  understand  it,  to  come 
under  these  projects  when  they  organize  the  watershed. 

I  know  that  in  my  district  I  have  many  streams  that  flow  into  the 
Mississippi  with  small  streams  emptying  into  them  that  all  should  be 
in  one  of  these  watersheds.  And  at  the  present  time  in  our  district 
we  have  one  watershed  that  has  made  the  planning  stage  and  has  gone 
back  to  Wisconsin  to  start  getting  plans  ready. 

I  also  think  that  the  part  that  we  have  in  the  legislation  that  allows 
the  municipalities  to  come  in  for  extra  water  is  a  very  good  feature  for 
municipal  purposes.  And  as  I  understood  the  legislation  when  it  was 
considered  in  the  House,  if  the  dam  cost  so  much  money,  the  extra  cost 
that  is  added  for  the  municipal  use,  the  municipality  is  to  pay. 

Now,  in  the  discussion  we  had  in  the  House,  the  community  is  going 
to  have  to  put  up  that  money,  but  there  is  provision  in  the  legislation 
so  if  the  community  wants  to  borrow  from  the  Federal  Government 
they  can  borrow. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  the  Federal  Government  pays  for  it  and  the 
community  enters  into  a  contract  to  buy  water  over  a  period  of  years, 
and  in  paying  for  it  reimburse  the  Federal  Government  over  that  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  plus  interest? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Or  they  can  go  out  and  borrow  the  money  if  they 
can  borrow  it  at  a  cheaper  rate  and  pay  the  Federal  Government  I 
believe. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  was  more  interested  in  the  flood  control  section  of 
the  legislation,  and  I  felt  that  that  particular  section  should  be  left 
the  way  it  is. 

Not  repeating  myself,  but  so  many  times  among  farmers  that  I  have 
talked  to,  you  talk  about  going  into  watersheds  and  they  are  afraid  of 
the  cost  of  the  dams.  And  I  think  you  have  heard  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Brown  that  it  varies  all  the  way  from  50  percent  down  to  10.  And 
in  order  to  form  a  watershed,  it  is  impossible  to  tell  these  fellows  when 
you  start  what  their  cost  is  going  to  be.  They  want  to  know  their  cost. 

When  will  it  be,  Mr.  Brown,  when  the  final  plans  are  ready? 

Mr.  Brown.  After  the  surveys  have  been  made,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes.  I  have  no  further  statement. 

Senator  Kerr.  Any  questions  of  the  Congressman? 

Senator  Case.  I  was  wondering.  Did  the  Congressman  mean  there 
are  no  projects  that  are  being  prosecuted  under  the  1954  act? 

Mr.  Johnson.  None  in  the  United  States  that  are  started. 

Senator  Kerr.  There  are  10  that  have  been  authorized.  There  are 
eight  more  ready  for  authorization.  But  Mr.  Brown  is  here.  He  can 
tell  us  whether  actual  dirt  has  been  moved  on  any  of  them. 

Mr.  Brown.  No  contract  has  been  let  as  yet.  Senator,  on  any  of  those 
projects. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  have  they  been  funded? 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  the  agreements  included  in  the  work  plans  have 
been  validated,  signed  by  the  local  organization  and  the  Secretary,  and 
the  project  is  in  operation,  but  there  has  not  been  time  yet  to  prepare 
the  specifications  and  let  any  contracts. 

Senator  Case.  I  think  that  the  time  element  may  be  due  to  some  of 
what  1  regard  as  rather  unfortunate  or  excessive  review  procedures  in 
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the  present  act.  But  it  is  correct,  is  it  not,  that  there  are  some  projects 
that  are  ready  to  go  to  contract? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir.  Thirteen  of  them  were  approved  on  June  6. 

Senator  Kerr.  But  no  bids  have  yet  been  asked  for? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  might  say  that  another  important  feature  of  this 
legislation  was  that  in  the  smaller  dams — I  think  it  is  250  acre-feet ; 
I  am  talking  from  memory- — they  do  not  have  to  go  through  the  pro¬ 
cedure  of  being  sent  to  the  several  diiferent  departments  and  up  to 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  Senate  before  they  can  be  ap¬ 
proved.  I  think  there  is  a  laying  over  period  now  under  the  present 
law  where  they  must  be  reported  to  the  House  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  lay 
there  for  60  days.  And  if  it  so  happens  that  Congress  is  not  in  session, 
that  is  another  delay.  In  the  smaller  projects,  I  believe  under  250 
acre-feet - 

Senator  Iverr.  It  is  2,500,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Johnson.  2,500.  They  do  not  have  to  come  up  to  the  House  for 
that. 

I  thank  the  committee  for  the  opportunity  to  come  over  here  and 
appear  before  you,  and  I  might  say  that  Congressman  Poage  told  me 
if  he  had  not  been  down  in  Texas  he  would  be  over  here.  But  he  had 
a  previous  speaking  engagement  and  could  not  be  here. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congressman.  We  appre¬ 
ciate  your  presence  here. 

General  Itschner. 

STATEMENT  OF  MAJ.  GEN.  E.  C.  ITSCHNER,  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS, 

ASSISTANT  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS  FOR  CIVIL  WORKS,  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  CARTER  PAGE,  CHIEF  OF  PLANNING  DIVISION;  AND 

HOWARD  L.  COOK,  CHIEF  OF  SPECIAL  PROJECTS  BRANCH 

General  Itschner.  I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  appear  before 
your  committee,  sir.  I  have  a  prepared  statement,  sir,  which  we  will 
pass  out  to  the  members  of  the  committee. 

Before  I  start  on  it,  though,  sir,  I  would  like  to  give  you  the  policy 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  with  respect  to  the  small  dam  program 
and  our  views  on  it. 

First,  the  Chief - 

Senator  Kerr.  As  outlined  in  H.  R.  8750? 

General  Itschner.  It  pertains  to  that  bill. 

Senator  Iverr.  All  right,  sir. 

General  Itschner.  It  is  very  brief.  First,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
heartily  endorses  the  land  treatment  program  and  subscribes  to  the 
contention  that  it  will  reduce  the  loss  of  topsoil  and  increase  insoak, 
thus  lessening  the  amount  of  sediment  in  our  streams  and  reservoirs, 
and  reducing  to  a  minor  degree  the  magnitude  of  floods. 

Second,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  a  program  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  small  dams  is  an  important  part  of  the  overall  flood-con¬ 
trol  program.  These  small  dams,  like  the  large  ones,  should  be  eco¬ 
nomically  justified  incrementally.  And  they  should,  like  large  dams, 
be  constructed  in  accordance  with  accepted  sound  engineering  princi- 
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pies.  Any  dam  improperly  built  is  dangerous,  and  if  it  fails  it  prob¬ 
ably  will  cause  much  more  destruction  than  it  was  designed  to  prevent. 

Would  you  like  to  have  me  read  this  statement? 

Senator  Kerr.  I  would  like  to  have  you  read  your  statement,  and  if 
the  Senators  want  to  interrupt,  they  may.  But  if  not,  then  when  you 
have  finished  we  will  ask  questions. 

General  Itsciiner.  Thank  you,  sir. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  was  not  requested  to  comment  on  the 
the  bill  H.  R.  8750  which  has  passed  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  is  now  before  your  committee. 

Senator  Case.  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  that  point  I  would  like  to 
ask  this  question:  You  were  not  asked  to  comment  on  the  bill.  Did 
you  testily  on  the  bill? 

General  Itschner.  We  did  not  testify’'  on  the  bill,  sir. 

Senator  Case.  You  did  not  appear  in  the  hearings  before  the  House 
committee  at  all? 

General  Itsciiner.  No,  sir,  not  at  all.  Not  on  this  bill,  nor  on  any 
other  bill  similar  to  it.  Our  comments  were  requested,  however,  on 
the  bill  S.  3243. 

Senator  Kerr.  Who  was  the  author  of  that  bill  ? 

That  is  the  Carlson  bill?  All  right. 

General  Itsciiner.  The  Carlson  bill,  yes,  sir,  which  is  essentially  the 
same  as  H.  R.  8750.  However,  these  comments  have  not  yet  cleared 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  but  I  have  discussed  them  with  that  agency 
and  therefore  am  able  to  present  them. 

Senator  Kerr.  Present  the  views  of  your  department  as  they  have 
been  prepared  by  it  and  accepted  or  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget? 

General  Itsciiner.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  O.  K. 

General  Itsciiner.  The  desirability  of  amending  Public  Law  566 
so  as  to  permit  the  incorporation  in  small  flood-control  dams  capaci¬ 
ties  and  features  which  will  serve  other  purposes,  such  as  water  supply 
and  irrigation,  is  recognized  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  He  also 
acknowledges  the  desirability  that  all  Federal  agencies  operate  under 
the  same  rules  so  far  as  local  cost-sharing  is  concerned,  and  in  fact 
he  has  issued  instructions  to  his  field  offices  that  small  dam  projects 
now  being  formulated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  provide  for  cost¬ 
sharing  on  the  same  basis  as  that  required  by  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service.  Also,  the  merit  in  providing  for  Federal  loans  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  assisting  local  organizations  to  finance  their  share  of  the  cost 
of  flood-control  projects  is  recognized,  so  long  as  the  same  considera¬ 
tion  is  given  to  water  resource  development  projects  of  all  Federal 
agencies.  Further,  the  extension  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  apply 
to  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  seems  logical. 

However,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  comments  pointed  out 
the  effects  of  the  proposed  legislation  and  presented  his  view  that : 

(a)  The  bill  would  authorize  an  increased  public- works  program, 
expanding  Federal  responsibility  in  fields  such  as  drainage,  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  and  pollution  abatement. 

(b)  Legislation  authorizing  such  extension  should  set  forth  basic 
policies  for  Federal  participation  in  these  purposes,  which  this  bill 
does  not  do. 
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( c )  Since  the  expanded  program  will  be  one  principally  of  an  engi¬ 
neering  and  construction  nature,  provision  should  be  made  for  close 
coordination  with  public- works  programs  of  agencies  already  in  these 
fields,  because  of  technical  interrelationships  and  the  need  for  a  co- 
ordinated  approach  to  insure  the  best  development  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  a  river  basin.  This  bill  moves  further  away  from 
coordination  in  river  basin  planning,  as  where  it  eliminates  inter¬ 
agency  review  of  plans  with  Federal  costs  under  $250,000. 

These  views  were  based  upon  the  major  effects  of  the  amendments 
to  Public  Law  566  which  H.  Id.  8750  would  accomplish.  These  are: 

(a)  The  bill  would  eliminate  the  limitation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  to  the  “agricultural  phases”  of  water  resource  development,  and 
would  permit  the  inclusion  of  storage  for  irrigation,  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  pollution  con¬ 
trol,  and  salinity  control. 

Senator  Case.  General  Itschner,  is  the  Corps  of  Engineers  opposed 
to  the  development  of  those  features  ? 

General  Itschner.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  is  not  opposed  to  those 
features  being  incorporated  in  the  program,  sir. 

Senator  Case.  They  are  not? 

General  Itschner.  They  are  not  opposed. 

Senator  Case.  I  think  that  is — - 

General  Itschner.  You  will  probably  recall  I  stated  near  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  discussion  here  that  we  recognize  the  desirability  of 
incorporating  in  the  Public  Law  566  program  these  other  features 
so  as  to  make  the  optimum  use  of  the  water  resources  available. 

Senator  Case.  You  probably  have  in  mind  there  should  be  a  some 
delineation  of  responsibility  between  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  but  you  are 
not  objecting  to  the  incorporation  in  projects  prosecuted  by  these  other 
agencies  features  which  may  be  perhaps  the  dominant  features  in 
structures  that  the  corps  constructs  ? 

General  Itschner.  We  do  not  object  to  the  incorporation  of  these 
features  in  their  projects,  sir.  We  have  certain  feelings  about  the 
rules  and  that  should  be  applied  to  some  of  them,  such  as  reimburse¬ 
ment,  which  I  shall  come  to  later. 

Senator  Hrttsica.  Later  in  your  statement  will  you  elaborate  on  sub- 
paragraph  (b)  contained  at  the  top  of  page  2  of  your  statement? 

General  Itschner.  I  touch  on  it,  yes,  sir,  and  I  think  perhaps  you 
would  like  to  ask  more  questions  after  I  finish. 

Senator  Hruska.  I  shall  not  ask  questions  now  if  you  will  touch  on 
it  later  and  give  opportunity  for  questions  at  that  time. 

General  Itschner.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Provision  was  made  in  Public  Law  566  for  congressional  considera¬ 
tion  by  committee  resolution  of  any  plan  of  improvement  which 
includes  structures  of  more  than  2,500  acre-feet  in  capacity.  H.  R. 
8750  would  eliminate  any  committee  approval  and  eliminate  sub¬ 
mission  to  Congress  of  projects  for  which  the  Federal  contribution 
is  estimated  to  be  less  than  $250,000. 

(c)  Public  Law  566  left  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  de¬ 
termination  of  the  local  share  of  the  works  of  improvement.  H.  R. 
8750  specifically  provides  that  local  organizations  shall  not  assume 
any  part  of  the  construction  costs  of  structural  measures  applicable 
to  flood  prevention. 
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( d )  Public  Law  566  provides  that  costs  of  providing  storage  in 
reservoirs  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention,  such  as  water 
supply,  shall  be  borne  by  local  organizations  and  not  by  the  Federal 
Government.  H.  E. 8750  requires  local  repayment  for  costs  of  storage 
in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention, 
but  would  permit  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  storage  for  water 
supply  and  other  purposes  in  structures  of  5,000  acre-feet  and  less. 

( e )  Public  Law  566  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  contract  for  any  structure  unless  there 
is  no  local  organization  authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake  the  work, 
and  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956.  H.  E.  8750  would  eliminate  this 
terminal  date. 

Senator  Kerr.  What  is  the  effect  of  that,  briefly,  General  ?  I  believe 
you  may  be  going  into  it  in  the  next  paragraphs. 

General  Itschner.  That  is  right,  sir.  I  do  touch  on  it  later,  sir. 

Thus  the  proposed  amendments  contained  in  H.  E.  8750  tend  to 
move  Public  Law  566  further  from  its  original  intent  of  Federal 
assistance  to  local  organizations  in  carrying  out  the  watershed  pro¬ 
grams,  and  accordingly,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  opposes  enactment 
of  PI.  E.  8750  in  its  present  form. 

I,  therefore,  suggest  the  following  changes  in  that  bill,  which  would 
make  it  conform  more  closely  with  the  views  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army : 

(a)  There  should  be  a  limit  on  reservoir  capacity  provided  in  water¬ 
shed  work  plans  for  purposes  other  than  flood  control.  It  is  suggested 
that  the  bill  require  that  capacity  for  flood  prevention  be  not  less  than 
50  percent  of  the  total  capacity,  in  order  to  maintain  the  policy  that 
these  programs  are  primarily  for  flood  prevention. 

(&)  If  it  is  desired  to  provide  Federal  assistance  in  larger  structures 
to  be  designed,  financed,  and  built  by  a  municipality  or  other  political 
subdivision  primarily  for  water  supply  or  some  other  purpose  except 
flood  control,  provision  should  be  made  in  the  law  for  a  Federal  cash 
contribution  in  an  amount  representing  the  share  of  the  cost,  if  any, 
allocable  to  flood  control. 

( c )  Provision  should  be  made  for  repayment  by  the  users  for  all 
storage  of  water  for  purposes  other  than  flood  control,  in  accordance 
with  existing  law  or  policy  applicable  to  those  purposes,  even  though 
such  storage  may  be  included  within  the  initial  5,000  acre-feet  of 
storage  in  a  reservoir.  In  the  case  where  the  same  storage  space 
serves  flood  control  and  other  purposes,  costs  should  be  allocated 
equitably  among  purposes  and  the  users  should  pay  for  costs  thus 
allocated  in  accordance  with  established  principles  and  policies.  For 
irrigation  storage  the  principles  of  repayment  in  reclamation  law 
should  apply,  and  the  provisions  of  existing  legislation  applicable  to 
repayment  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  should  apply  to  storage 
for  that  puropse. 

(d)  The  present  requirement  in  Public  Law  566  for  some  local 
contribution  toward  the  construction  cost  of  structures  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  should  be  retained.  The  degree  of  local  contribution  being  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  current  watershed  work 
plans  for  dams  and  other  engineering  works  averages,  according  to 
our  figures,  about  27  percent  of  the  first  cost,  including  lands  and 
rights-of-way.  This  is  only  slightly  higher  than  that  required  for 
recent  local  flood  protection  projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  pro- 
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posed  under  present  law  and  administration  policy — 23  percent  for 
local  flood  protection  projects  acted  on  favorably  by  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  between  May  1954,  and  April 
1956. 

Senator  IIuuska.  General  Itschner,  may  I  ask  on  what  basis  that 
27  percent  of  the  first  cost  is  computed  ? 

General  Itschner.  That  was  the  average,  sir,  of  the  first  reports 
which  we  received  for  comment  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  first  30  reports. 

Senator  Hruska.  That  was  the  same  basis  referred  to  by  Mr.  Brown 
a  little  bit  ago  ? 

General  Itschner.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  he  gave  the  figure  32  percent 
for  it.  Perhaps  he  has  taken  more  of  them  or  perhaps  they  were  not 
estimated  the  same  way.  The  comparison  I  gave  you  is  on  the  same 
basis,  however. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  what  is  the  distinction  between  that  20  per¬ 
cent  and  the  17  percent  figure  Mr.  Brown  gave  us  ? 

General  Itschner.  I  am  not  sure  I  recall  exactly  what  that  was. 

Senator  Kerr.  Just  so  we  might  be  clear  on  it,  the  17  percent  was 
what  he  gave  us  as  the  percentage  of  local  participation  in  the  struc¬ 
tural  cost;  was  it  not? 

Mr.  Page.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  the  27  percent  includes  not  only  the  local  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  structure  but  also  includes  recognition  of  rights-of- 
way  and  other  contributions;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir.  I  think,  Senator,  that  the  discrepancy  be¬ 
tween  the  32  percent  that  I  quoted  and  your  27  percent  is  perhaps 
that  our  figure  includes  the  capitalized  value  of  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance. 

General  Itschner.  Ours  definitely  did  not  include  any  capitalized 
value  for  maintenance.  Maintenance  would  be  in  addition  to  the 
figure  we  gave  for  our  own  projects. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

*  Senator  Case.  Over  what  period  would  you  capitalize  the  main¬ 
tenance  to  get  that  as  a  factor  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Over  a  50-year  period,  Senator. 

General  Itschner.  Shall  I  continue? 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

General  Itschner.  e.  The  procedure  under  Public  Law  566  is  for 
local  organizations  to  let  contracts.  It  would  seem  equally  appro¬ 
priate,  and  more  in  keeping  with  the  intent  of  the  act,  if  H.  R.  8750 
retain  the  concept  that  local  organizations  would  assume  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  engineering  and  construction  of  these  works  by  employ¬ 
ing  professional  engineers.  Reimbursement  for  the  cost  of  necessary 
engineering  services  could  be  a  part  of  the  Federal  assistance  con¬ 
templated  under  the  act. 

Senator  Case.  General  Itschner,  it  is  an  interesting  thing  to  see 
that  coming  there.  Is  that  because  the  engineers  feel  that  otherwise 
there  might  be  inadequate  engineering? 

General  Itschner.  No,  sir;  I  would  not  go  that  far,  but  we  do  feel 
that  because  this  is  a  local  program  to  be  accomplished  by  local 
organizations  that  the  employment  of  professional  engineers  to  assist 
these  local  organizations  in  the  design  and  construction  of  their 
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projects  would  be  more  suitable  than  a  program  where  the  entire 
engineering  and  design  is  done  by  a  Federal  agency. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  would  that  reduce  the  workload  for  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  ? 

General  Itschner.  Well,  I  am  sure  it  would ;  yes,  sir. 

Public  Law  566  provides  for  congressional  consideration  of  all  plans 
prepared  under  that  act  and  approval  by  committee  resolution  of  any 
plan  of  improvement  which  contemplates  structures  of  more  than 
2,500  acre-feet  in  capacity.  H.  R.  8750  would  remove  this  degree  of 
congressional  control.  We  have  consistently  supported  the  policy 
that  major  projects  and  programs,  by  whatever  agency  constructed, 
including  our  own,  should  be  authorized  specifically  by  Congress 
and  we  believe  that  at  least  the  present  degree  of  congressional  con¬ 
trol  should  be  retained  in  Public  Law  566.  Some  modification  of  the 
45-day  waiting  period,  between  transmission  of  a  plan  to  Congress 
and  the  initiation  of  construction,  may  be  desirable  to  avoid  unneces¬ 
sary  delay  when  committees  take  action  by  resolution  in  a  shorter  time. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  General,  are  you  overlooking  the  fact  that  the 
Senate  has  already  passed  in  the  bill  to  permit  projects  to  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  up  to  a  cost  of  $250,000  without 
specific  individual  authorization  ? 

General  Itschner.  No,  sir;  we  were  quite  aware  of  that.  The  bill 
has  not  passed  yet,  but  even  so,  we  have  at  the  present  time  authority 
to  undertake  projects - 

Senator  Case.  Up  to  150. 

General  Itschner.  Up  to  $150,000.  There  is  a  difference  though, 
between  the  two  types  of  programs. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  if  you  would  elabo¬ 
rate  on  that,  because  on  the  surface  of  things  it  would  appear  that  if 
the  engineers  can  initiate  projects  under  section  212  of  the  1950  act 
up  to  $150,000,  and  we  now  propose  to  raise  that  limit  to  $250,000. 
Why  should  congressional  control  be  exercised  on  the  individual  proj¬ 
ects  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  within  the  same 
dollar  limit? 

General  Itschner.  Sir,  with  the  same  dollar  limitation  there  is  a 
difference  in  the  type  of  projects  that  would  be  undertaken  by  the  two 
different  agencies.  The  type  of  project  that  we  have  found  that  sec¬ 
tion  212  is  applicable  to  is  a  local  protection  project,  that  is,  a  project 
that  involves  either  a  levee,  channel  clearance,  or  a  floodwall,  and  a 
project  of  that  type  has  virtually  no  effect  upon  the  flood  problem 
downstream,  even  a  short  distance  downstream.  It  is  one  for  local 
protection  only,  and  the  effects  are  only  in  that  one  locality. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  it  not  ordinarily  an  element  in  a  very  large  overall 
program  of  flood  prevention  with  reference  to  which  you  have  had 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  and  operation? 

General  Itschner.  Well,  generally  speaking,  sir,  it  is  not.  We  do, 
of  course,  take  into  account  the  flood  control  storage  that  exists  or  is 
contemplated  in  the  near  future  above  the  point  that  is  provided  local 
protection,  but  one  of  the  criteria  applied  to  section  212  projects  is 
that  it  be  a  project  complete  in  itself.  Now,  ordinarily,  in  small  flood 
storage  reservoirs  such  as  contemplated  under  Public  Law  566,  we  are 
constructing  flood  control  measures  which  are  effective  downstream. 
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The  effect  decreases  as  you  go  down.  And  consequently  it  is  very 
important  to  the  overall  flood  problem  in  that  basin  and  in  the  larger 
river  valleys  downstream. 

Senator  Case.  That  might  argue  for  review  or  coordination  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  but  would  it  argue  for  individual  congressional 
review  or  authorization? 

General  Itschner.  We  think  that  it  does,  sir.  We  think  that  its 
effect  is  so  great — not  one  small  dam,  but  a  large  number  of  them  in 
the  aggregate  would  be  so  great  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  have  con¬ 
gressional  review  of  projects.  It  is  not  generally  appreciated  that  a 
small  dam  program,  particularly  with  uncontrolled  outlets,  might 
augment  floods  under  certain  conditions,  and  not  rare  conditions  at  all. 
That  would  also  apply  to  large  dams  with  uncontrolled  outlets,  and  it 
is  a  serious  problem. 

Senator  Case.  My  argument  for  coordination  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  would  be  operating  or  considering  the  flood-control  projects 
downstream.  I  do  not  want  to  disparage  the  value  of  congressional 
review,  but  I  am  a  little  inclined  to  doubt  that  the  relationship  between 
a  project  under  $250,000  in  size,  that  the  relationship  of  that  project 
to  other  projects  downstream  would  be  the  subject  of  a  great  deal  of 
scrutiny  by  congressional  committees. 

General  Itschner.  I  think  that  we  are  not  in  a  postition  to  say  how 
much  congressional  review  should  be  given.  I  do  agree  that  it  is  very 
important  that  other  agencies,  not  only  the  Corps  of  Engineers  but 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  have  an  opportunity  to  review  these  plans, 
just  as  I  believe  very  firmly  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
should  review  our  plans  so  as  to  insure  coordination. 

Senator  Case.  You  have  said  in  this  paragraph :  “H.  R.  8750  would 
remove  this  degree  of  congressional  control.” 

General  Itschner.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Case.  I  want  to  ask,  Does  it  remove  the  review  of  other 
agencies  such  as  Agriculture  and  Corps  of  Engineers  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  Y ou  have  not  had  that  review,  have  you  ? 

General  Itschner.  Yes,  sir ;  we  have  had  that  review  and  we  have 
reviewed  all  projects  that  have  come  in  so  far  under  Public  Law  566. 

Senator  Kerr.  Does  H.  R.  8750  not  remove  that  which  you  have 
had  under- - - 

General  Itschner.  It  removes  review  for  projects  costing  under 
$250,000  but  continues  the  review  for  projects  costing  over  $250,000. 

Senator  Hruska.  Well,  General  Itschner,  is  it  not  true  that  while 
your  corps  and  other  departments  may  still  coordinate  their  efforts 
without  congressional  control,  the  fact  that  there  is  reference  to  Con¬ 
gress  and  a  waiting  period  furnishes  a  normal  channel  where  there 
can  be  a  crystallization  for  any  resolution  of  differences  that  cannot 
be  settled  among  your  own  departments,  among  the  departments  them¬ 
selves  ? 

General  Itschner.  I  think  that  is  very  true,  sir.  We,  of  course, 
try  to  settle  our  differences  first.  But  if  there  are  any  differences,  then 
there  should  be  some  authority  to  decide  which  is  correct. 

Sentor  Hruska.  It  has  been  my  observation  when  there  is  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  any  differences  that  might  occur  among  the  departments  and 
the  matter  is  referred  here  to  Congress  without  any  differences  un- 
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resolved  that  there  is  relatively  nominal  attention  paid  by  the  con¬ 
gressional  committees.  However,  if  there  is  something  unresolved, 
that  is  a  signal  for  us  to  get  to  work  in  the  congressional  end  of  it. 
Does  that  trend  present  pretty  well  your  observation  ? 

General  Itsciiner.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  exactly  our  view  on  it,  sir. 
Some  congressional  committee  should  examine  these  differences  and 
make  a  decision. 

Senator  Case.  When  you  suggest  some  modification  of  the  45-day 
waiting  period  between  transmission  of  a  plan  to  Congress  and  the 
initiation  of  construction,  what  would  you  recommend  as  that  modifi¬ 
cation,  30  days  ? 

General  Itsciiner.  I  think  the  way  the  law  is  written  now,  sir,  it 
requires  a  45-day  waiting  period.  Now,  if  the  congressional  com¬ 
mittee  takes  action  before  that  time,  the  waiting  period  should  be 
stopped  at  the  time  they  take  action;  that  is  all  I  meant  by  that  com¬ 
ment. 

Senator  Case.  Affirmative  action  by  the  committee ? 

General  Itsciiner.  Yes;  I  think  that  is  all.  I  believe  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  would  want  to  see  that  change,  too.  May  I  proceed? 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes,  sir. 

Genera]  Itschner.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  proposed  a 
bill,  S.  3727,  as  a  substitute  for  H.  Ii.  8750  which  embodies  certain  rec¬ 
ommended  changes  in  the  law  which  were  developed  by  the  interested 
agencies,  including  the  Department  of  the  Army,  as  preferable  to  the 
changes  proposed  in  H.  R.  8750.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his 
comments  suggested  consideration  of  the  bill  S.  3727. 

It  was  understood  that  the  bill  S.  3727  would  leave  unresolved  a 
number  of  problems  of  interpretation  and  coordination  which  we 
believe  are  recognized  by  all  of  the  agencies  concerned,  and  which 
should  be  resolved  within  the  executive  branch. 

We  understand,  therefore,  that  the  interpretation  of  the  language 
of  S.  3727  will  be  made  by  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  under 
that  provision  of  Public  Law  566,  which  directs  the  President  to  issue 
rules  and  regulations  to  govern  activities  under  that  act.  We  under¬ 
stand,  also,  that  these  rules  and  regulations  will  interpret  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  S.  3727  in  such  a  way  as  to :  First,  assure  consistency  of  policy 
with  existing  legislation;  second,  obviate  duplication  of  effort;  and, 
third,  assure  coordination  between  work  done  under  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  and  the  closely  related  programs 
now  being  carried  out  under  such  legislation  as  the  flood-control  acts. 

The  languange  of  S.  3727  might  be  construed  as  permitting  the 
Federal  Government  to  bear  the  full  construction  cost  for  providing 
capacity  for  flood-control  purposes,  even  though  the  same  capacity 
might  serve  one  or  more  other  purposes.  The  policy  now  in  effect  is 
that  all  purposes  should  share  equitably  in  such  joint  costs,  and  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  considers  this  equitable  sharing  of  costs  sound 
and  desirable.  The  language  of  S.  3727  might  also  be  construed  to 
permit  the  Federal  Government  to  bear  the  entire  cost  of  purposes 
heretofore  considered  as  a  matter  of  local  interest,  such  as  recreation 
and  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

Since  Public  Law  566  is  a  bill  aimed  primarily  at  soil  conservation 
and  flood  prevention  on  upstream  lands,  it  should  provide  for  flood 
protection  of  urban  areas  only  when  incidental,  and  should  not  be  used 
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specifically  to  provide  flood  protection  to  towns  and  nonagricultural 
clevelpments.  This  point  is  not  clarified  in  S.  3727. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  language  of  S.  3727  might  be  construed  as 
increasing  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  in  water- resource 
development  considerably  beyond  the  amount  permitted  by  present 
policy.  Such  widespread  extension  of  Federal  activity  and  interest 
should  be  considered  carefully  and  might  more  properly  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  general  legislation  applicable  alike  to  all  programs  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

However,  it  is  presumed  that  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President 
will  interpret  the  provisions  of  S.  3727  in  a  manner  which  will  re¬ 
quire  compliance  with  current  Federal  water  policy,  generally  along 
the  lines  set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  Presidential  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  on  W  ater  Resources  Policy.  Subject  to  this  understanding, 
we  would  not  object  to  enactment  of  S.  3727. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Kerk.  Senator  Case. 

Senator  Case.  I  think  General  Itschner  is  an  excellent  witness  and 
I  think  he  does  a  good  job  in  his  work,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  he 
wrote  this  statement  or  whether  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  wrote  it 
or  who  wrote  it,  but  I  do  want  to  comment  that  this  is  the  first  time 
that  I  recall  that  a  bill  has  been  endorsed  on  the  basis  of  an  anticipated 
Executive  interpretation  in  the  declaration  of  policy.  And  I  am  not 
adverse  to  a  declaration  of  policy,  but  I  rather  think  that  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  policy  should  be  made  by  Congress  in  the  bill. 

Senator  Iverr.  I  think  the  general  is  telling  you  that  he  feels  the 
same  way  about  it.  That  is  the  way  I  read  the  statement,  regardless 
of  who  prepared  it. 

Senator  Case.  I  hope  he  does. 

General  Itschner.  I  might  say,  sir,  that  actually  we  did  write 
almost  all  of  this  statement. 

Senator  Case.  But  here : 

It  is  presumed  that  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  will  interpret  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  S.  3727  in  a  manner  which  will  require  compliance  with  current  Fed¬ 
eral  water  policy. 

Senator  Iverr.  See,  the  general  does  not  have  any  means  whereby 
he  can  bring  about  a  situation  where  that  result  will  inevitably  come 
about.  I  would  say  that  he  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  he  is  talking  to 
the  representatives  of  a  power  that  can  do  that.  I  should  say  that  he 
is  indicating  to  us  that  if  we  do  not  indulge  that  presumption,  then 
since  we  have  the  power  to  implement  it,  it  might  be  well  to  consider 
doing  it. 

General  Itschner.  We  believe,  sir,  as  a  matter  of  general  policy 
that  the  Congress  should  be  as  specific  as  possible  in  their  legislation. 

Senator  Iverr.  So  that  the  administration  of  any  law  or  any  policy 
promulgated  by  the  Congress  can  be  done  by  administrative  effort, 
rather  than  interpretive  action. 

General  Itschner.  Yes,  sir.  You  have  to  have  some  latitude,  of 
course,  and  some  interpretation  aljvays  is  going  to  be  necessary  but - 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  subscribe  to  the  chair¬ 
man’s  statement  that  General  Itschner  is  trying  to  say  that  very 
thing  with  reference  to  S.  3727.  I  would  also  like  to  observe  that  his 
statement  says  in  no  uncertain  terms  with  reference  to  H.  R.  8750  that 
he  makes  that  same  observation  pertaining  to  that  legislation.  And  I 
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refer  to  page  2  of  his  statement,  subparagraph  b,  which  reads  as 
follows,  and  that  is  a  comment  pertinent  to  H.  R.  8750  : 

Legislation  authorizing  such  extension  should  set  forth  basic  policies  for  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  these  purposes,  which  this  bill  does  not  do. 

And  that  is  precisely  the  same  criticism  of  H.  K.  8750  which  appar¬ 
ently  exists  with  reference  to  S.  3727.  To  that  extent,  may  I  say 
that  I  subscribe  to  that. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right.  Finish  your  statement. 

General  Itschner.  In  the  event  that  further  consideration  is  given 
to  the  bill  H.  K.  8750,  I  believe  that  consideration  should  be  given 
also  to  the  modifications  which  I  have  suggested  previously  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  that  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  completes  my  statement. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  General. 

Are  there  questions  of  this  witness? 

Senator  Case.  General  Itschner - 

General  Itschner.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Case.  Is  there  in  existence  any  specific  declaration  of  policy 
to  which  you  could  direct  our  attention  or  to  which  you  could 
refer  us  that  might  be  appropriate  for  consideration  if  we  should 
draft  a  declaration  of  policy  in  connection  with  this? 

General  Itschner.  We  have  considered  some  amendments  to  H.  R. 
8750  which  we  believe  would  make  the  bill  conform  with  the  policy  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Senator  Case.  It  might  be  desirable  that  you  leave  a  copy  of  that 
with  the  staff  so  that  we  have  it  for  reference. 

Senator  Iverr.  Fine.  Are  there  further  questions?  If  not,  Gen¬ 
eral,  we  are  very  grateful  to  you  for  this  statement. 

Mr.  Peterson  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Just  one  minute, 
Mr.  Peterson.  I  believe  Senator  Barrett — did  you  have  a  statement 
you  wanted  to  make  ? 

Senator  Barrett.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  dislike  to  ask  to  get  in  ahead  of 
Secretary  Peterson,  but  I  would  appreciate  the  privilege  of  making  a 
short  verbal  statement  and  later  on  filing  a  formal  statement  on  this 
bill. 

Senator  Kerr.  We  will  be  very  glad  to  have  you  do  that  if  you 
would  like  to. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FRANK  A.  BARRETT,  A  UNITED  STATES 
SENATOR  FROM  WYOMING 

Senator  Barrett.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appear  here  today  in  support  of  H.  R.  8750.  I  think  that  we 
need  legislation  of  this  character  that  will  liberalize  the  terms  of 
the  existing  watershed-protection  legislation  and  at  the  same  time 
be  sure  that  we  are  protecting  the  rights  of  State  water  users  on 
that  score.  I  am  sure  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  takes  that 
same  position.  I  think  that  it  is  extremely  important  that  we  get 
some  legislation  on  the  books  that  will  help  communities  that  want  to 
control  water  as  near  where  it  falls  as  possible  and  to  manage  their 
lands  and  their  water  resources  in  a  fashion  so  that  they  will  be  pro¬ 
tected  against  flash  floods. 

Now,  I  realize  full  well  that  the  Army  engineers  are  in  the  business 
of  protecting  against  floods  in  a  big  way,  under  this  measure  the  peo- 
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pie  can  cooperate  on  a  local  level,  and  I  am  very  hopeful  that  with  the 
proper  safeguards  for  the  protection  of  the  State  water  laws  that  we 
can  get  some  legislation  in  here  that  will  improve  the  existing  water¬ 
shed  protection  law. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  ask  permission,  if  I  may,  to  file  a  formal 
statement  on  this  bill  at  a  later  date  and  ask  that  it  follow  my  state¬ 
ment  here  this  morning. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  good,  Senator  Barrett. 

Senator  Barrett.  I  thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity. 
(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Frank  A.  Barrett,  a  United  States  Senator  From  the 

State  of  Wyoming 

I  appreciate  the  suggestion  made  by  Senators  Case  and  Hruska  that  I  com¬ 
ment  somewhat  on  the  various  provisions  of  H.  R.  8750  and  on  the  comments 
made  by  General  Itschner  in  the  discussion  of  the  bill  this  morning.  I  shall 
discuss  the  points  very  briefly : 

1.  H.  R.  8750  permits  the  construction  of  reservoirs  of  more  than  5,000  acre- 
feet  total  capacity,  provided  that  the  excess  over  5,000  acre-feet  is  for  purposes 
other  than  flood  prevention  and  flood  control  and,  furthermore,  that  the  cost  of 
construction  of  that  part  of  the  facility  for  storage  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet 
shall  be  borne  entirely  by  the  local  organization. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  Army  engineers  take  the  position  that  there  should  be 
a  limit  on  reservoir  capacity  for  purposes  other  than  flood  control  and  that 
capacity  for  flood  prevention  should  be  not  less  than  50  percent  of  the  total 
capacity.  As  I  construe  the  position  taken  by  the  Army  engineers,  this  would 
effectively  place  a  limit  on  the  facility  of  10,000  acre-feet  of  storage  and  that 
limitation  could  be  attained  only  in  the  event  there  was  at  least  5,000  acre-feet 
dedicated  to  flood  control.  The  engineers  evidently  take  this  position  for  the 
reason  that  they  believe  the  justification  for  this  program  is  flood  control  and, 
consequently,  the  engineers  believe  that  that  part  of  the  structure  dedicated  to 
uses  other  than  flood  control  should  not  be  more  than  the  part  dedicated  to 
flood  control  itself.  In  other  words,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  a  dam  of 
which  5,000  acre-feet  was  for  flood-control  purposes  and  any  part  of  5,000  addi¬ 
tional  acre-feet  for  other  purposes,  but,  of  course,  as  I  said  before,  10,000  acre- 
feet  would  be  the  limit'and,  furthermore,  the  total  capacity  could  be  only  twice 
as  much  as  that  set  aside  for  flood  control  in  the  event  the  flood  control  was  for 
less  than  5,000  acre-feet.  In  other  words,  if  only  5,000  acre-feet  were  needed 
for  flood  control  capacity,  then  the  total  structure  could  not  exceed  7,000  acre- 
feet  under  the  suggestion  made  by  the  Army  engineers.  While  I  subscribe  to  the 
theory  of  the  Army  engineers  that  the  justification  for  this  program  is  largely 
flood  control,  yet  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  there  is  sufficient  justification  for 
imposing  these  restrictions. 

It  is  probable  that  few  projects  will  be  undertaken  under  the  authority  of 
Public  Law  566  which  will  have  storage  capacity  in  excess  of  10,000  acre-feet. 
Nevertheless,  if  in  a  particular  case  a  local  unit  of  government  desires  to  under¬ 
take  a  project  involving  more  than  10,000  acre-feet  capacity  and  involving  multi¬ 
ple  use  of  water  for  various  purposes,  and  their  plans  to  do  so  and  the  project  as 
a  whole  is  approved  by  the  State  government  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
there  would  not  appear  to  be  any  legitimate  reason  why  the  Congress  should  in¬ 
terpose  any  prohibition  to  the  approval  of  the  project  under  Public  Law  566.  In 
such  cases  the  Army  Engineer  Corps  would  continue  to  have  the  right,  under 
the  statute,  to  express  to  the  Congress  any  reasons  why  the  project  should  not 
be  approved.  It  may  be  that  the  committee  might  consider  a  less  restrictive  pro¬ 
vision  than  that  suggested  by  the  Army  engineers  in  the  event  any  restrictive 
language  at  all  is  deemed  proper  in  that  respect. 

2.  The  bill,  II.  R.  8750  amends  Public  Law  566  by  providing  that  local  organi¬ 
zations  will  not  be  required  to  pay  construction  costs  properly  chargeable  to 
flood  control  and  prevention,  but  as  I  understand  it  would  require  the  local  or¬ 
ganizations  to  participate  in  other  costs  for  which  storage  is  provided  according 
to  the  benefits  obtained.  In  other  words,  the  bill,  H.  R.  8750,  attempts  to  equalize 
the  cost  sharing  under  this  type  of  activity  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
with  respect  to  nonreimbursable  items  for  flood  control  and  flood  prevention  in 
the  construction  works  presently  carried  on  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
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Bureau  of  Reclamation.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  explain  the  position  taken  by  General 
Itsehner  with  respect  to  this  provision  except  on  the  basis  that  some  contend 
that  it  is  the  intention  to  make  all  costs  for  construction  of  these  projects  of 
5.000  acre-feet  or  less  nonreimbursable.  I  do  not  subscribe  to  that  contention. 
It  is  my  opinion  that  costs  for  all  other  purposes,  save  flood  control,  are  to  be 
repaid  by  the  local  organizations  with  interest  in  the  event  H.  R.  8750  is  enacted. 

3.  The  Engineers  contend  that  provisions  should  be  made  for  a  Federal  cash 
contribution  representing  the  share  of  the  cost  allocable  to  flood  control.  It 
seems  to  me  that  is  precisely  what  is  proposed  by  H.  R.  8750.  On  the  other  hand, 
as  I  interpret  the  statement  of  General  Itsehner,  the  Engineers  contend  that  some 
local  contribution  toward  the  cost  of  structures  for  flood  control  should  be  re¬ 
tained.  It  is  true  that  the  Engineers  require  some  measure  of  local  contribu¬ 
tion  in  the  case  of  dikes  and  levees,  but  it  is  my  understanding  that  in  the  case 
of  storage  reservoirs  the  Federal  Government  assumes  100  percent  of  flood- 
control  benefits.  I  cannot  justify  the  imposition  of  a  larger  measure  of  respon¬ 
sibility  on  farmers  and  others  who  will  get  some  benefit  from  flood  control  under 
this  act  from  the  people  in  every  section  of  the  country  who  receive  direct  bene¬ 
fits  from  the  tremendous  sum  spent  for  flood  control  by  both  the  Army  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

4.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  suggests  that  local  organizations  constructing  proj¬ 
ects  under  Public  Law  566  should  employ  “professional  engineers.” 

This  recommendation  is  apparently  designed  to  prevent  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  from  supplying  engineering  assistance — although  it  fails  to  so  state 
in  specific  terms.  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  should 
not  supply  engineering  service  for  watershed  projects.  It  would  be  equally  logi¬ 
cal  to  follow,  a  similar  policy  with  respect  to  Army  Engineer  projects. 

Probably  in  most  instances  a  local  unit  of  government  undertaking  a  water¬ 
shed  project  will  employ  engineers  for  construction  and  maintenance  opera¬ 
tions.  But  I  can  see  no  very  adequate  reason  for  the  Congress  to  spell  this 
out  in  the  statute. 

5.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  “believe  that  at  least  the  present  degree  of  con¬ 
gressional  control  should  be  retained  in  Public  Law  566.” 

It  should  be  appreciated  that  most  of  these  watershed  projects  will  be  quite 
small  and  that  there  will  be  a  very  large  number  of  them.  While  I  have  no 
very  strong  convictions  on  the  desirability  of  the  House  and  Senate  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committees  being  required  to  affirmatively  approve  these  projects,  I  am 
inclined  to  believe  that  a  veto  power,  as  proposed  in  H.  R.  8750,  is  sufficient  to 
retain  congressional  control. 

6.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  suggests  that  it  would  be  undesirable  to  eliminate 
the  requirement  for  interagency  review  of  plans  of  those  projects  where  the 
Federal  costs  are  under  $250,000.  As  I  understand,  the  provision  of  H.  R.  8750 
is  made  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  these  small  projects  and  it  does  seem  to 
me  that  a  line  should  be  drawn  at  some  point  or  other  so  that  the  expense  in 
connection  with  these  porjects  will  not  be  disproportionate  to  the  costs  involved. 

/  7.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  opposes  the  elimination  of  the  present  provision 

in  Public  Law  566  that  contracting  of  construction  after  July  1,  1956,  must  be 
undertaken  by  the  local  organization  sponsoring  the  project.  I  concur  in  this 
recommendation  as  I  believe  the  underlying  theory  of  H.  It.  8750  is  that  the 
projects  will  be  initiated,  constructed  and  operated  by  local  authorities  at  the 
grassroots  with  the  proper  measure  of  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  this  provision  should  be  eliminated,  the  program  might 
well  develop  into  a  Federal  program  with  local  participation.  It  is  this  feature 
of  local  control  and  responsibility  which  has  so  effectively  stimulated  interest 
in  watershed  projects  by  local  people  and  organizations  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  I  hope  the  committee  will  modify  H.  R.  8750  in  this  respect. 

I  am  pleased  to  comment  on  the  statement  made  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
at  the  request  of  my  colleagues  and,  in  addition,  I  desire  to  say  that  I  am 
pleased  with  the  provision  in  the  bill  for  long-term  loans  to  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  with  interest  at  the  rate  which  the  Federal  Government  is  required  to  pay. 
Of  course,  the  farmer  will  be  obliged  to  provide  the  rights-of-way,  the  lands,  the 
easements  and,  of  course,  all  of  the  costs  of  maintenance  and  operation.  By 
and  large  I  desire  to  reiterate  the  statement  I  made  earlier  that  while  I  am  sure 
it  is  the  intention  to  require  that  these  projects  be  constructed  in  conformity 
with  State  laws  and  pursuant  thereto,  nevertheless  I  believe  a  provision  to 
that  effect  in  the  bill  might  be  desirable. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  committee  and  make  these 
remarks. 
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Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  Senator  Barrett  if  lie 
will  review  the  statement  just  given  by  General  Itschner  in  which 
several  suggestions  are  made  with  reference  to  possible  amendments 
to  H.  It.  8750  and,  after  having  read  and  considered  them  if  it  is  your 
desire  to  comment  thereon,  1  certainly,  as  one  member  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  would  very  much  appreciate  any  comments  or  appraisals  that 
you  would  make  of  those  suggested  amendments,  sir. 

Senator  Barrett.  I  thank  my  colleague.  I  might  say  that  I  came  in 
after  General  Itschner  had  just  about  completed  his  statement.  I 
have  been  advised  of  some  of  his  recommendations  and  I  will  be  glad 
in  my  formal  statement  to  comment  on  same. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  merely  like  to  state  that  the 
committee  welcomes  the  suggestions  which  Senator  Barrett  gives  and 
has  given.  Senator  Barrett  for  many  years  was  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  or  its  successor  committees 
in  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  he  is  in  a  position  to  help  us 
coordinate  policy  here  with  water  policy  as  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  under  congressional  acts  which  he  has  helped 
to  write. 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  that  it  is  my  recogni¬ 
tion  of  Senator  Barrett’s  previous  experience  that  led  me  to  make 
the  suggestion  that  I  did. 

Senator  Barrett.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  say  that  I  appreciate  the 
statements  made  by  both  of  my  colleagues,  and  while  I  am  concerned 
that  we  work  out  a  plan  here  that  will  coordinate  the  activities  of 
both  the  Army  engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  yet  I  am 
constrained  to  say  that  I  think  that  there  still  remains  a  big  broad 
field  where  the  Department  of  Agriculture  can  go  in  and  work  very 
effectively  and  to  a  very  sound  purpose  with  the  local  communities 
all  over  the  country  and  help  the  people  in  those  communities  do 
things  that  the  individual  land  owners  cannot  possibly  do  by  them¬ 
selves. 

Senator  Case.  And  which  are  not  being  done  by  either  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  at  this  time. 

Senator  Barrett.  That  is  right.  And  I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  it  has  been  my  judgment  that  over  the  years  the  Army  engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  both  have  not  been  too  interested  in 
these  right  small  projects  that  I  am  thinking  of  myself  in  connection 
with  this  legislation.  I  know  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  more 
concerned  with  big  projects,  and  for  that  reason  when  I  was  Governor 
of  Wyoming  I  advocated  the  institution  of  a  natural  resource  board 
which  had  for  its  purpose  the  granting  of  State  loans  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  small  irrigation  projects.  The  board  has  been  proceeding 
along  that  line.  And  of  course  the  Congress  will  do  pretty  much 
the  very  same  thing  under  the  small  projects  bill,  which  we  hope  will 
be  acted  on  yet  this  year. 

But,  still,  even  with  it  all,  I  believe  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
can  do  a  splendid  job  in  this  field  on  a  nationwide  basis. 

I  appreciate  the  comments  here,  and  I  will  be  glad  in  preparing 
my  formal  statement  to  review  some  of  those  various  problems. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

All  right,  Mr.  Peterson. 
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STATEMENT  OE  E.  L.  PETERSON,  ASSISTANT  SECEETAEY  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Peterson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we 
appreciate  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  your  committee  to 
discuss  proposed  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  provided  for  in  House  bill  8750  and  Senate  bills 
3023,  3243  and  3371. 

The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  Public  Law 
566  of  the  83d  Congress,  authorizes  one  of  the  basic  programs  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Its  primary  purpose  is 
to  provide  Federal  assistance  to  local  units  of  government  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  those  soil  and  water  management  measures  of  a  community 
nature  that  cannot  reasonably  be  accomplished  by  individual  land- 
owners  and  operators  with  help  provided  through  other  departmental 
programs  of  educational,  technical,  financial,  and  credit  assistance. 
Public  Law  566  provides  a  mechanism  through  which  may  be  bridged 
the  gap  between  the  conservation  work  of  farmers  and  ranchers,  and 
the  major  projects  on  our  Nation’s  rivers  carried  out  by  Federal  con¬ 
struction  agencies  such  as  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Bureau  of 
Reclamation. 

The  widespread  interest  in  small  watershed  projects  is  evidence  of 
a  recognition  of  need  for  this  kind  of  work.  Small  watershed  proj¬ 
ects,  coupled  with  soil  and  water  conservation  practices  which  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  apply  on  their  own  farms,  are  logical  first  steps  in  the 
management  of  water  for  beneficial  use. 

The  act  provides  for  local  initiative  in  water  management  and  for 
proper  use  and  treatment  of  the  land  as  an  essential  step  in  water 
management.  Experience  to  date  under  this  act  and  earlier  experi¬ 
ence  with  the  demonstrations  completed  or  nearing  completion  in  the 
pilot  watershed  projects  show  that  there  is  an  essential  place  for  small 
watershed  projects  in  the  development  of  water  resources  of  this  coun¬ 
try  for  beneficial  use  of  our  citizens. 

A  distinguishing  feature  of  small  watershed  projects  is  that  land 
treatment  becomes  an  early  consideration  in  the  management  and  use 
of  water.  It  is  the  objective  of  these  projects  to  develop  and  increase 
the  usable  water  supplies  by  beginning  the  control  and  management 
of  water  on  the  fields  and  forests  where  it  first  falls  as  rain  or  snow. 
Developing  and  making  the  fullest  possible  use  of  our  water  supply 
for  irrigation  and  other  productive  uses,  as  well  as  for  flood  prevention 
and  drainage,  requires  a  combination  of  both  engineering  and  land 
management  practices.  W ater  management  must  be  compatible  with 
the  management  requirements  of  successful  farming  operations  and 
with  the  need  of  urban  communities  that  make  up  the  watershed,  if 
we  are  to  meet  the  increasing  demands  on  water  supplies.  A  neces¬ 
sary  consideration  in  the  development  of  small  watersheds  for  the 
maximum  beneficial  use  of  the  water  which  falls  upon  them  is  the 
interrelationship  of  land  and  water. 

We  view  the  work  in  small  watersheds  to  be  a  desirable  complement 
to  other  necessary  work  on  the  larger  rivers.  Where  there  are  direct 
relationships  between  upstream  and  downstream  developments  they 
are  being  taken  into  account  in  the  planning  of  watershed  projects  and 
in  reviews  of  the  work  plans  by  all  State  and  Federal  agencies  who 
may  have  water-resource  responsibilities. 
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We  have  been  encouraged  by  public  acceptance  of  the  provision  of 
the  act  that  watershed  projects  are  to  be  local  projects  with  assistance 
from  the  Federal  Government  rather  than  projects  planned  and  built 
by  the  Federal  Government.  W e  have  been  pleased  with  the  willing¬ 
ness  of  local  communities  to  assume  development  and  management 
responsibility,  and  with  the  action  of  State  governments  to  provide 
enabling  legislation  that  permits  local  communities  to  take  on  these 
responsibilities. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  name  any  legislation  enacted  in  recent  years 
which  has  had  more  widespread  favorable  reception  throughout  the 
country  than  has  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act. 

The  Governors  of  each  of  the  48  States  have  designated  State  agen¬ 
cies  or  made  other  appropriate  arrangements  to  handle  the  review 
and  approval  of  applications  for  assistance  under  the  act.  In  order 
to  strengthen  the  position  of  States  and  local  organizations  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  tliis  program,  25  States  have  enacted  45  separate  pieces  of  legis¬ 
lation  since  the  passage  of  Public  Law  566  in  August  1954 ;  this,  in  it¬ 
self,  is  impressive  of  widespread  public  interest.  In  less  than  24 
months  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  received  541  State-approved 
applications  for  assistance  under  the  act.  Our  information  indicates 
that  several  hundred  additional  applications  are  being  formulated  or 
are  before  State  agencies  for  review. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  to  date  approved  planning  as¬ 
sistance  to  local  organizations  in  172  watersheds  in  45  States.  All 
of  these  approvals  have  been  based  on  priority  recommendations  of 
the  State  agencies  which  have  the  approval  responsibility. 

Thus  far,  24  plans  have  been  completed  and  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Thirteen  projects  have  been  placed  in  operation.  Five  of 
these  plans  which  required  resolutions  of  approval  by  the  Congress 
have  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  by  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 
Four  additional  plans  have  been  completed  and  are  in  the  process  of 
transmittal  to  the  Congress,  and  four  more  plans  are  under  review  by 
other  Federal  agencies.  We  estimate  that  more  than  50  additional 
plans  will  be  ready  for  submission  to  the  next  Congress  when  it  con¬ 
venes  in  January. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service,  with  assistance  from  the  Forest 
Service,  has  essentially  completed  its  organization  for  providing  plan¬ 
ning  assistance  in  all  States  in  the  country.  Thirty-nine  planning 
parties  have  been  formed,  some  of  them  to  serve  two  States.  In  some 
States  a  backlog  of  applications  is  developing. 

Experience  gained  during  the  2  years  of  operations  under  this  Act 
has  indicated  the  desirability  for  certain  amendments  to  extend  its 
scope  and  improve  its  operation.  These  amendments  would  put  the 
Federal  Government  in  a  better  position  to  meet  more  fully  the  needs 
and  desires  of  local  organizations  which  have  applied  for  Federal  aid 
in  flood  prevention  and  water  management. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  made  recommendations  in  letters 
dated  April  16, 1956,  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  for  certain  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act.  These  amendments  were  cleared  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  would  like  to  submit  a  copy  of  these  amend¬ 
ments  for  your  record  at  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may. 
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Senator  Kerr.  Very  well,  sir. 

(The  amendments  referred  to  are  as  follows :) 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  16, 1956. 


The  President  of  the  Senate, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  President  :  Enclosed  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress  is  a 
draft  of  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 
(Public  Law  566,  83d  Cong.)  agreed  to  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  enclosed  letter  of  March  10,  1956. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  recommends  enactment  of  this  legislation  as 
a  means  to  enable  it  under  its  established  programs  to  more  adequately  meet 
the  needs  for  the  conservation  of  water  resources  and  the  expanding  use  of 
water  and  to  accomplish,  as  an  integral  part  of  the  agricultural  services  already 
familiar  to  farm  people,  the  purposes  sought  by  Title  II  of  H.  R.  5881  (currently 
in  conference). 

The  recommended  draft  bill  would  revise  the  definition  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  as  contained  in  section  2  (1)  of  the  act  to  include  in  addition  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention,  “associated  measures  for  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and 
disposal  of  water” ;  would  provide  that  the  Federal  Government  shall  not  bear, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  that  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  providing 
any  capacity  in  structures  for  any  puropse,  except  capacity  for  flood  prevention, 
which  is  applicable  to  the  production  of  direct  identifiable  benefits*;  would 
authorize  the  Secretary  to  make  long-term  loans  in  amounts  not  in  excess  of  $5 
million  on  any  single  plan  for  works  of  improvement  to  local  organizations  to 
finance  the  local  share  of  the  costs ;  and  would  make  the  act  also  applicable  to 
Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Since  all  proposals  for  projects  under  Public  Law  566  must  be  initiated  by  local 
agencies  and  the  required  sharing  of  costs  by  such  agencies  will  differ  on  different 
projects  it  is  not  possible  at  this  time  to  foresee  what  effect  the  amendments 
would  have  on  requests  for  assistance. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  proposed  legilsation  and  explanatory  letter  to  the  Congress  for  its  con¬ 
sideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  19, 1956. 
The  honorable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(Attention  Mr.  Carl  R.  Sapp,  104-A,  Administration  Building.) 


My  Dear  Mr.  Secretary  :  This  is  in  reply  to  Assistant  Secretary  Peterson’s 
letter  of  February  24,  1956,  and  Mr.  Wheeler’s  earlier  letter  of  January  24,  both 
on  the  subject  of  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act.  It  will  also  serve  to  confirm  agreements  subsequently  reached  informally 
among  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  Public  Works  Coordinator,  and  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  to  revisions  in  the  original  draft  proposal  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  There  is  attached  a  copy  of  the  amendment  in  its  final 
form.  Copies  of  his  letter  and  attachment  are  being  sent  to  the  organizations 
which  participated  in  the  discussion  of  the  amendments. 

It  is  understood  by  all  of  the  interested  agencies  that  the  close  relationship 
between  this  draft  bill  and  statutes  with  related  purposes  will  necessitate  the 
careful  regulation  of  policy  and  operations  under  the  different  statutes.  Only 
by  such  regulation  will  it  be  possible  to  assure  consistency  of  policy  in  such 
matters  as  loans  (including  those  where  “excess”  land  is  involved)  and  cost 
and  benefit  allocations,  and  to  eliminate  potential  duplication  of  effort. 

You  are  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of  the  draft  bill 
in  its  revised  form  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Roger  W.  Jones, 

Assistant  Director  for  Legislative  Reference. 
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A  BILL  To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  (Act  of  August  4,  1954,  68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as  follows  : 

(a)  That  part  of  the  definition  of  the  term  “Works  of  improvement”  as  con¬ 
tained  in  section  2  of  the  Act  which  reads  “(1)  flood  prevention  (including 
structural  and  land-treatment  measures)”  is  amended  to  read:  “(1)  flood  pre¬ 
vention  and  associated  measures  for  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
and  disposal  of  water  (including  structural  and  land-treatment  measures).” 

(b)  The  proviso  in  paragraph  (2)  of  section  4  of  the  Act  is  amended  to  read : 
“Provided,  That  the  Federal  Government  shall  not  bear,  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  that  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in  struc¬ 
tures  for  any  purpose  (except  flood  prevention)  which  is  applicable  to  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  direct  identifiable  benefits.” 

(c)  The  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after  section  7  the  following 
two  new  sections  and  renumbering  subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform : 

“Seo.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  loans  to  local  organizations  to 
finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided 
for  in  this  Act.  Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years  from  the 
date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  works  of  improvement  first  become  avail¬ 
able,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  marketable  public  obligations  out¬ 
standing  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made,  which 
are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  15  years  from  date  of  issue. 
Provided,  That,  with  respect  to  any  single  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  the 
amount  of  any  loan  shall  not  exceed  $5,000,000. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

Mr.  Peterson.  The  first  amendment  relates  to  broadening  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act.  The  Secretary’s  proposal  would  revise  the  definition 
of  “work  of  improvement”  as  contained  in  section  2  ( 1)  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  to  include,  in  addition  to 
flood  prevention,  “associated  measures  for  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water.”  This  amendment  would 
permit  the  inclusion  of  water  storage  in  flood-detention  structures  for 
other  purposes  such  as  irrigation  or  municipal  water  supply.  It 
would  also  permit  storage  and  release  of  water  in  a  structure  to 
maintain  the  low  flow  of  streams  for  stock  water,  for  maintaining  fish 
and  wildelife  and  for  abating  pollution : 

This  amendment  would  eliminate  the  restriction  of  the  act  to  flood 
prevention  and  agricultural  water  management  measures  providing 
the  other  types  of  water  management,  such  as  municipal  water  supply 
or  fish  and  wildlife  improvement,  were  associated  with  flood  preven¬ 
tion.  This  would  permit  the  utilization  of  sites  for  small  dams  for 
multiple  purposes.  It  is  generaly  conceded  that  all  available  dam 
sites  should  be  utilized  for  all  purposes  which  they  might  properly 
serve  in  order  to  achieve  the  maximum  possible  beneficial  use  of  avail¬ 
able  water.  Any  arbitrary  restriction  in  their  use  tends  to  defeat 
this  objective.  Local  people  who  are  required  to  initiate,  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  watershed  projects  under  the  terms  of  Public 
Law  566  should  not  be  precluded  from  including  those  non  agricul¬ 
tural  phases  of  water  development  and  use  which  are  physically  prac¬ 
tical  and  economically  justified. 

This  amendment  would  also  delete  the  proviso  clause  now  in  the  act 
which  prevents  the  Department  from  sharing  in  the  cost  of  storage 
for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention. 
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The  second  proposed  amendment  specifically  defines  what  the  cost 
sharing  should  be  for  capacity  in  structures  for  purposes  other  than 
flood  prevention.  The  amendment  states — 

That  the  Federal  Government  shall  not  bear,  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
that  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in  structures  for 
any  purpose  (except  flood  prevention)  which  is  applicable  to  the  production  of 
direct  identifiable  benefits. 

This  amendment  would  leave  unchanged  the  authority  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  determine  what  shall  be  considered  an  equitable  sharing  of 
construction  costs  for  flood  prevention  capacity  in  consideration  of 
anticipated  benefits. 

This  amendment  provides,  however,  that  the  Secretary  may  not 
share  in  the  cost  of  capacity  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  to 
a  greater  extent  than  would  be  determined  by  the  ratio  of  indirect  or 
community  benefits  to  total  benefits. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  leaves  me  in  a  state  of  slight  confusion.  Do 
you  suppose  you  could  explain  it  in  other  words  that  would  accomplish 
the  very  worthy  aim  of  eliminating  that  degree  of  confusion? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  should  be  glad  to  try,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Kerr.  Maybe  I  could  ask  you  a  question.  Would  the  effect 
of  this  amendment  be  to  prevent  the  Federal  Government  doing  what 
has  heretofore  been  suggested,  and  that  is  paying  for  the  capacity  of 
the  structure  allocable  to  municipal  water  supply  and  then  receiving 
reimbursement  from  the  affected  community  over  a  period  of  years  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  No - 

Senator  Kerr.  Or  would  it  permit  that  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  believe  it  would,  Senator.  The  amendments  such 
as  the  Secretary  proposed  have  within  them  a  loan  provision.  It  was 
not  contemplated  at  the  time  the  amendments  were  proposed  that  a 
reimbursement  procedure  as  you  suggest  would  be  included.  But  I 
think  either  method  might  be  used  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  advanced  costs. 

Senator  Kerr.  Are  you  in  a  position  to  say  that  if  the  bill  contained 
such  provision  and  corresponding  otherwise  to  your  amendment,  that 
that  particular  provision  would  be  acceptable  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  It  would  seem  to  me  so.  I  think  that  the  loaning 
provision  and  the  proposal  that  you  make  are  not  incompatible  one 
with  the  other. 

It  would  perhaps  be  well  to  explain  here  that  in  project  evaluation 
studies  made  by  all  Federal  agencies,  benefits  are  divided  into  two 
general  classes :  ( 1 )  Those  which  are  direct  and  can  be  identified  with 
particular  beneficiaries,  and  (2)  other  benefits  which  have  been  var¬ 
iously  called  indirect,  secondary,  or  community  benefits  which  occur 
within  or  outside  of  the  project  area  to  the  public  generally.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  to  make  the  case  as  simple  as  possible,  if  enough  storage  were 
provided  in  the  floodwater  detention  structure  to  irrigate  100  acres  of 
land,  the  direct  benefits  would  be  the  increased  net  income  resulting 
from  irrigation  of  the  crop  grown  on  the  land.  The  farmer  would 
be  the  direct  beneficiary.  However,  the  crops  grown  on  this  land 
would  have  to  be  transported  to  some  point  of  sale  and  prepared  for 
introduction  into  marketing  channels.  The  increased  income  result¬ 
ing  from  transporting  and  processing  is  classed  as  an  indirect  benefit 
which  accrues  to  various  people  usually  not  identifiable  in  advance. 
It  has  been  generally  considered  sound  public  policy  to  use  public 
funds  to  cover  costs  allocable  to  these  indirect  or  community  benefits. 
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This  principle  applies  in  the  justification  under  Federal  reclamation 
law  of  interest-free  loans  for  irrigation  development. 

The  Department  does  not  favor  the  amendment  in  H.  R.  8750  which 
would  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  requiring  that  local  organizations 
shall  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures 
applicable  to  flood  prevention.  We  feel  that  this  amendment  in  H.  R.  ~ 
8750  defeats  the  concept  of  cost  sharing  presently  embodied  in  the  act 
which  provides  that,  “local  organizations  shall  assume  such  propor¬ 
tionate  share  of  the  cost  of  any  works  of  improvement  involving  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable 
in  consideration  of  the  anticipated  benefits  from  such  improvements.” 
In  other  words,  cost  sharing  should  be  determined  as  between  the  local 
sponsors  of  projects  and  the  Federal  Government  on  the  basis  of  the 
ratio  of  direct  identifiable  local  benefits  to  total  benefits  and  local 
landowners  or  other  benefited  interests  should  participate  in  projects 
cost  to  the  extent  of  their  benefits  with  due  regard  to  all  the  variable 
and  peculiar  circumstances  as  between  the  many  small  projects  sus¬ 
ceptible  of  development  under  the  provisions  of  the  act.  As  to  projects 
developed  thus  far  we  have  attempted  to  fully  recognize  the  individual 
peculiarities  of  each. 

We  believe  that  the  success  of  this  program  depends  on  acceptance 
by  local  communities  of  responsibility  for  project  initiation  and  for 
direct  participation  in  project  costs.  People  must  first  believe  and  be 
convinced  in  their  own  judgments  that  projects  are  of  benefit  to  them¬ 
selves  and  their  communities.  This  is  the  basis  on  which  the  projects 
to  date  have  been  planned  and  proposed  by  local  organizations. 

Many  local  organizations  which  have  sought  assistance  under  Public 
Law  566  have  already  found  it  difficult  or  impossible  to  obtain  com¬ 
mercial  loans  at  reasonable  rates  of  interest  for  meeting  the  local  share ' 
of  project  costs.  Therefore,  this  Department  has  recommended  an 
amendment  to  Public  Law  566  to  provide  for  Government  loans  at  the 
long-term  Federal  borrowing  rate  to  enable  local  organizations  to 
carry  their  appropriate  share  of  the  project  costs.  The  Secretary’s 
recommendation  differs  slightly  from  the  comparable  amendment  in 
H.  R.  8750.  It  provides  more  specific  criteria  for  determination  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  the  applicable  long-term  interest 
rate.  It  also  limits  loans  to  not  more  than  $5  million  on  any  one 
project. 

Senator  Iverr.  Would  a  provision  with  reference  to  this  responsi¬ 
bility  that  the  Federal  Government  might  pay  the  costs  and  then  have 
a  contract  for  reimbursement  be  of  sufficient  substance  to  meet  your 
suggestion  in  this  regard  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  As  I  said  earlier,  Senator,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  net 
result  is  comparable  in  either  case. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right. 

Mr.  Peterson.  The  Secretary’s  recommendation  would  extend  the 
provisions  of  Public  Law  566  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands.  It  is  the  same  provision  contained  in  H.  R.  8750.  It 
is  our  understanding  that  the  omission  of  the  Territories  was  an  over¬ 
sight  in  drafting  the  original  act.  We  believe  it  to  be  equitable  and 
fair  that  the  provisions  of  the  act  should  be  extended  to  the  Territories. 

H.  R.  8750  and  other  bills  contain  various  amendments  that  are  not 
included  in  the  Secretary’s  recommendations. 
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One  amendment  in  H.  E.  8750  would  set  up  certain  conditions  under 
which  a  structure  providing  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity 
may  be  included  in  a  watershed  plan.  These  conditions  are  (1)  that 
the  structure  will  be  constructed  by  a  local  organization  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  watershed  plan,  (2)  that  the  flood-prevention  capacity  of 
the  structure  will  not  exceed  5,000  acre-feet,  and  (3)  that  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  will  be  borne 
entirely  by  the  local  organization.  This  amendment  would  permit 
the  inclusion  of  flood-prevention  storage  at  sites  which  local  organi¬ 
zations  wish  to  utilize  for  other  purposes.  For  example,  if  a  munici¬ 
pality  wishes  to  build  a  municipal  water  supply  reservoir,  but  at  the 
same  site  up  to  5,000  acre-feet  of  flood-prevention  capacity  could  be 
incorporated  in  the  structure  to  be  built  by  the  municipality,  such  a 
structure  could  be  included  in  the  plan.  The  Department  could  share 
in  the  cost  of  the  flood-prevention  storage  but  the  municipality  would 
be  required  to  pay  for  the  entire  cost  of  all  storage  over  5,000  acre-feet. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  now,  to  pay  for  that  by  reimbursing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  who  has  already  paid  for  it - 

Mr.  Peterson.  There  are  various  arrangements  under  which  that 
could  be  accomplished.  That  is  the  current  one,  I  believe,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Peterson.  We  have  worked  out  several  arrangements  of  this 
kind  in  the  11  watersheds  authorized  under  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1944  and  in  the  pilot  watershed  program.  This  amendment  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  position  we  have  taken  that  these  projects  should  pro¬ 
vide  for  inclusion  of  features  to  provide  for  all  beneficial  use  of  water 
which  are  economically  justified.  Our  experience  thus  far  would  in¬ 
dicate  that  this  provision  would  find  application  only  in  a  limited 
number  of  watershed  projects. 

Another  amendment  in  II.  E.  8750  would  strike  out  the  terminal  date 
of  July  1,  1956,  after  which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  could,  in 
no  event,  contract  for  works  of  improvement.  We  are  advised  that 
this  amendment  would  have  little  or  no  practical  effect  since  the  act 
would  still  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  contracting  improvements 
whenever  a  local  organization  had  legal  authority  to  do  so.  Actually, 
this  legal  authority  is  inherent  in  the  capacity  of  a  local  organization 
to  carry  out,  operate,  and  maintain  works  of  improvement,  which  is  a 
prerequisite  to  making  an  application  for  assistance  under  the  act. 
We  believe  that  local  contracting  for  structural  works  of  improvement 
should  be  maintained  as  a  matter  of  principle.  We  reiterate  that  these 
are  local  projects  with  Federal  assistance  rather  than  Federal  public 
works.  Hence,  we  oppose  this  amendment. 

Another  amendment  provides  for  exemption  of  projects  involving  a 
Federal  contribution  of  less  than  $250,000  to  the  construction  cost  of 
structural  works  of  improvement  from  review  by  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  and  transmission  to  the  Congress.  There  is  an  interrelation  be¬ 
tween  small  and  large  water-resource  projects  that  should  not  be  over¬ 
looked  when  there  is  a  practical  and  significant  relationship.  In  view 
of  the  nature  of  growing  demands  for  usable  water  supplies  we  believe 
it  is  desirable  to  provide  for  review  by  all  agencies  with  water  responsi¬ 
bilities.  We  want  to  eliminate  all  unnecessary  administrative  steps, 
but  in  view  of  increasing  water-project  developments,  we  believe  a 
review  procedure  is  important. 
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Our  experience  this  far  under  the  act  has  brought  us  to  the  conclu¬ 
sions  here  expressed.  We  expect  further  experience  will  lead  to  ad¬ 
ditional  suggestions  for  changes.  In  administering  this  act  we  are 
doing  our  best  to  make  it  serve  the  real  and  practical  need  which  was 
envisaged  when  it  was  enacted  and  which  local  watershed  communi¬ 
ties  believe  it  can  serve.  In  doing  this,  we  hold  to  the  philosophy  that 
these  are  local  projects  with  Federal  participation,  not  Federal  proj¬ 
ects  with  local  participation.  Amendments  which  would  tend  to  make 
these  Federal  projects,  we  believe,  would  not  be  desirable. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  again  the  place  of  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  our  farm  and  forest  lands  in  our  total  water  conservation  pro¬ 
gram.  Water  is  first  an  agricultural  resource.  Its  conservation  and 
use  is  first  a  problem  of  our  farmers  and  landowners.  The  water 
which  runs  off  the  lands  and  enters  the  river  systems  of  the  country 
subsequently  acquires  other  problem  characteristics. 

For  too  long  the  simple  fundamental  fact  about  the  association  of 
water  and  land  management  was  overlooked.  The  passage  of  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  and  the  legislative 
history  in  the  agricultural  committees  of  the  Congress  has  crystallized 
a  policy  that  recognizes  the  direct  interrelationship  between  our  water 
resources  and  the  land  upon  which  it  falls  as  rain  or  snow.  Within 
each  watershed  this  interrelationship  of  land  management  and  water 
management  is  first  an  agricultural  problem  confronting  farmers  and 
landowners  or  operators  as  they  deal  with  drought  and  floods,  with  ir¬ 
rigation  and  drainage,  or  with  erosion  control  and  sediment. 

When  the  President  signed  this  legislation  he  said  in  part : 

How  much  water  runs  off,  and  liow  fast,  and  how  much  soaks  in  to  feed  crops 
and  springs — these  quantities  depend  in  large  measure  on  what  kind  of  land  it 
falls  on,  what  this  land  is  used  for,  and  what  kind  of  cover — trees,  grass — the 
land  has. 

That  is  why  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  such  a  great  responsi¬ 
bility  in  this  water  picture.  It  is  an  agricultural  function  to  assist 
farmers,  ranchers,  and  forest  owners  with  land  use  and  water  manage¬ 
ment  practices  on  watershed  lands  where  the  rain  first  falls  and  where 
the  first  productive  users  of  the  water  are  made,  and  where  the  first 
steps  can  be  taken  to  control  its  destructive  force. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Peterson.  Are  there  questions? 

Senator  IIruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  ask  Mr.  Peterson 
with  reference  to  cost  allocation  whether  or  not  the  percentage  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  the  structure  itself  which  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  is  required  to  assume  is  affected  at  all  by  the  amount  that  this 
local  organization  is  required  to  expend  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
rights-of-way  and  easements  and  to  assume  the  cost  of  maintenance 
thereafter? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Yes,  it  is,  Senator  Hruska.  The  first  approach  that 
we  use  in  determining  the  cost-sharing  arrangements  is  to  use  the 
principle  of  the  direct  identifiable  benefit  ratio  to  total  benefits.  When 
the  costs  which  the  local  organization  would  then  pay  under  that 
formula  are  developed,  we  take  into  account  the  total  project  and, 
frankly,  a  judgment  is  applied.  The  local  people  are  required  to 
undertake,  as  you  know,  land-treatment  measures,  fencing,  reseeding, 
changes  in  farming  practices,  provision  for  sod  waterways,  and  other 
practices  which  have  an  effect  on  the  rate  of  insoak  of  rainfall  or  the 
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rate  of  runoff.  That  is  a  cost  to  the  local  organization.  The  land 
easements  and  rights-of-way  are  a  cost.  The  cost  of  maintenance, 
capitalized  cost,  is  a  cost.  Contracting  is  a  cost.  All  those  are  eval¬ 
uated.  A  judgment  is  then  applied.  In  each  local  circumstance,  and 
in  most  of  them  that  I  have  personally  reviewed,  a  transfer  of  what 
would  otherwise  be  local  cost  to  F ederal  cost  has  been  made. 

Senator  Hruska.  Now,  you  say  the  element  of  judgment  enters  into 
the  final  result,  and  it  is  an  element  of  judgment  which  is  somewhat 
subjective  in  nature ;  is  that  not  true  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Unquestionably  that  is  true,  sir. 

Senator  Hruska.  And  yet  wouid  it  be  fair  to  say  that  that  element 
of  judgment  is  not  only  hedged  in  but  that  it  is  guided  by  several  very 
definitely  stated  standards  which  are  the  predominant  characteristics 
in  reaching  the  ultimate  result  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  think  that  is  a  fair  statement  to  make,  sir. 

Senator  Hruska.  And  that  is  one  of  the  features  of  the  present  law 
which  the  Department  feels  should  be  retained  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  We  do  feel  it  should  be  retained.  I  might  comment 
that  in  view  of  the  questioning  which  went  on  earlier  in  this  hearing 
the  principle  that  we  hold  to,  we  think,  is  equally  applicable  to  other 
public  works,  namely  that  when  a  property  owner  or  an  individual  in 
his  individual  capacity  has  anything  he  owns  enhanced  in  value  be¬ 
cause  of  a  Federal  program  of  public  work  or  assistance  as  of  this 
character,  then  that  person  who  has  the  thing  which  he  owns,  which 
is  of  value,  enhanced  in  value,  should  contribute  something  to  the 
cost  of  creating  that  enhanced  value. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  apply  that  to  navigation  and  highways  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  think  it  should  be  applied,  Senator.  Admittedly, 
it  is  not  under  the  present  circumstances. 

Senator  Kerr.  Do  you  think  that  presently  there  is  a  requirement  of 
that  kind  in  regard  to  navigation  and  highway  projects? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  do  not  believe  so,  sir,  not  in  navigation  nor  in  flood 
control. 

Senator  Kerr.  Would  you,  then,  say  that  you  would  make  it  appli¬ 
cable  to  farmers  in  reference  to  projects  benefiting  them  because  you 
believe  it  is  a  principle  that  should  apply  to  all,  or  would  you  limit  that 
by  saying  it  should  apply  to  all  and  be  made  applicable  to  the  farmers 
when  it  is  made  applicable  to  others  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Senator,  that  is  a  nice  question. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  think  it  is  too,  and  I  would  like  to  have  it  answered. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Someone  has  to  take  a  stand  on  the  issue  of  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  Federal  money  which  results  in  enhancement  of  values, 
to  private  persons  and  rightly  or  wrongly  we  have  taken  that  position. 

Senator  Iverr.  Well - 

Mr.  Peterson.  Now.  there  is  one  other  characteristic — excuse  me, 
sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  want  to  ask  you  this.  Let  us  admit,  for  the  sake 
of  argument,  that  that  is  a  desirable  objective.  In  making  it  appli¬ 
cable.  do  you  think  it  should  be  applicable  piecemeal  or  do  you  think 
that  it  should  not  be  made  applicable  to  a  limited  percent  of  the  people 
prior  to  its  being  made  applicable  to  all  of  the  people  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Certainly  the  desirable  approach  would  be  to  make 
it  applicable  to  all  at  one  time,  Senator.  Most  of  these  programs  have 
developed  over  a  long  period  in  our  history  with  varying  pieces  of 
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legislation  developed  under  varying  and  different  conditions.  I  ques¬ 
tion,  in  my  own  mind  at  least,  that  the  time  will  ever  come  when  we 
will  make  it  applicable  to  all  at  one  fell  swoop,  so  to  speak. 

There  is  one  other  thing  that  I  think  might  be  mentioned  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  projects  under  Public  Law  566.  and  that  is,  as  I  attempted 
to  point  out,  these  are  local  projects.  The  proposal  comes  from  the 
local  organization. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  that  is  true  only  because  the  law  directs  it,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  Peterson.  That  is  correct.  But  it  is  a  distinguishing  feature 
from  other  types  of  public  work  to  which  you  just  referred,  sir.  The 
local  people  through  their  local  organization  may  make  a  proposal  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  under  the  terms  of  this  act.  While  they 
are  compelled  under  the  terms  of  the  act  to  follow,  as  you  suggest,  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  nonetheless  they  do  in  their  proposals  to  us  sug¬ 
gest  the  cost-sharing  arrangements.  When  they  believe  they  cannot 
bear  the  entire  cost,  they  state  the  reasons  in  detail  in  the  projects  they 
propose.  They  offer  what  they  themselves  think  they  are  capable 
of  doing.  And,  as  I  said  in  my  statement,  I  believe  that  if  people 
believe  and  understand  and  accept  the  responsibility  for  these  projects, 
they  will  be  more  meaningful,  the  projects  will  be  more  meaningful 
than  otherwise,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  landowners 
have  certain  things  which  they  have  to  do  in  their  land-management 
practices  to  make  these  projects  fully  valuable. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Kerr.  Senator  Case. 

Senator  Case.  If  I  might,  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question  there.  Mr. 
Secretary,  do  you  mean  that  the  division  as  to  sharing  of  cost  is  in 
each  case  a  proposal  by  the  local  sponsor  of  a  project? 

Mr.  Peterson.  That  is  correct,  Senator  Case. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  is  required,  is  it  not,  under  the  law  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  The  law  requires  that  the  Secretary  shall  establish 
an  equitable  cost-sharing  arrangement. 

Senator  Kerr.  Do  you  not  have  a  regulation  that  requires  it  or  that 
tells  them  an  application  would  not  be  considered  unless  it  has  within 
it  a  proposal  by  them  of  what  they  will  contribute  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  do  not  believe  it  is  stated  in  just  those  words,  Sena¬ 
tor.  We  say  this - 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  not  the  practical  effect  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  No,  I  do  not  believe  so.  We  say  this,  that  the  cost 
sharing  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  direct  identifiable  benefits  to  the  total 
benefit,  when  that  ratio  is  applied  to  costs.  Then  the  local  people  pro¬ 
pose  to  us  such  modifications  as  they  feel  are  equitable  in  that  applica¬ 
tion,  and  we  then  review  their  proposal. 

Senator  Kerr.  Then  the  suggestion  that  they  make  as  to  what  cost 
they  will  pay  is  the  result  of  either  the  provision  in  the  law  or  the  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Department,  or  both,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Not  precisely,  Senator,  because — — 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  almost. 

Mr.  Peterson.  No,  sir,  because  we  attempt  to  evaluate  the  differences 
between  all  of  these  small  projects.  There  are  no  two  individual  com¬ 
munities  which  are  precisely  the  same,  either  the  capacity  to  pay,  the 
type  of  results,  or  hydrologic  and  economic  results  that  are  to  be  ob¬ 
tained.  We  had  to  have  a  beginning  point  someplace  to  determine 
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that  cost-sharing  arrangement.  Therefore  we  took  this  ratio  of  which 
I  have  spoken.  When  the  local  people  understand  what  the  costs 
would  be  under  that  ratio,  then  under  the  light  of  their  own  circum¬ 
stances,  with  their  own  initiative  they  propose  to  the  Secretary  what 
they  feel  they  are  willing  to  put  forth. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  by  reason  of  an  indication  that  that  will  be 
considered  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Yes,  we  have  considered  it  and  do  consider  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  but  do  you  indicate  that  to  them  before  this 
proposal  is  made  out  by  them  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Y es,  sir. 

Senator  Iverr.  Wei  1 ,  that  is  what  I  was  asking  you. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Well,  I  am  sorry  I  did  not  get  to  it  directly,  sir. 

Senator  Case.  Let  us  see  how  this  works  out.  How  many  projects 
have  been  proposed  to  the  Department  at  departmental  level? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  will  have  to  inquire  of  Mr.  Brown  on  that  one. 

Mr.  Brown.  Sir,  we  are  in  the  course  of  planning  174  projects. 
Thirty  of  those  projects  have  been  approved  in  the  office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  twenty- four  of  them  sent  to  the  Congress. 

Senator  Case.  All  right.  Of  those  30  which  have  received  approval 
at  departmental  level,  what  is  the  total  size,  what  is  the  average  size 
of  those  projects  and  what  is  your  lowest  and  largest  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  In  terms  of  dollar  cost,  the  total  program,  including 
the  land  treatment  and  structural  measures  for  all  30  projects  would 
be  $35,622,000,  or  an  average  of  $1,187,000  per  project.  Now,  the 
smallest  one  of  those  projects  involves  a  total  cost  of  only  $60,500. 
The  largest  of  the  projects  involves  a  cost  of  $5,561,000. 

Senator  Case.  What  is  the  average  F ederal  share  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  average  Federal  share  of  the  cost  is  11.6  percent, 
or  an  average  of  $529,100. 

Senator  Case.  Now,  how  many  of  those — in  how  many  of  those 
projects  would  the  Federal  share  be  less  than  $250,000  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  Federal  share  would  be — now,  Senator,  let  me 
explain  that  if  the  provision  is  included  in  II.  R.  8750  which  would 
shift  all  of  the  construction  costs  over  to  the  Federal  side,  there  would 
then  20  out  of  the  30  projects  which  would  have  a  Federal  cost  of  less 
than  $250,000. 

Senator  Case.  In  other  words,  then,  two-thirds  of  the  projects  would 
not  be  subject  to  the  review  required  by  present  law  if  the  amendment 
proposed  by  8750  were  adopted  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Senator  Case.  Now,  what  is  the  position  of  the  Department,  Mr. 
Peterson,  with  respect  to  that  elimination  of  the  review  procedures  with 
the  $250,000  as  the  cutoff  line  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Well,  Senator,  let  me  preface  my  answer  to  your 
question  by  saying  this:  We  believe  water  is  the  No.  1  problem  in  the 
country.  Our  information  is  that  the  use  of  water  will  double  in  the 
next  25  years.  We  think  that  there  will  be  a  great  acceleration  in 
water  development  of  all  kinds  forced  by  economic  necessity.  In  view 
of  that  fact,  we  think  the  review  procedure  should  be  retained.  We 
do  feel,  however,  that  if  the  Congress  sees  fit,  the  Congress  can  arrange 
its  own  position  with  respect  to  the  time  that  these  projects  should  be 
before  the  committees  of  the  Congress — and  it  could  distinguish  as 


AMEND  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT  53 

between  size  of  projects  as  for  time  of  review.  But  we  do  think  there 
is  an  interrelationship  between  the  effect  of  small  projects  system  of 
which  they  are  a  part  on  the  How  of  the  main  stems  of  the  river  and 
water  yield  and  related  factors,  and  because  there  ai-e  orner  agencies 
in  this  field,  both  State  and  Federal,  Ave  think  the  review  procedures 
should  be  retained. 

Senator  Case.  I  noticed  in  your  preface  there  that  you  said  that  you 
are  advised  that  the — I  think  you  said  “use”;  I  assume  you  mean 
“consumption”  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Case.  That  the  consumption  of  water  will  double  in  the 
next  25  years. 

Mr.  Peterson.  That  is  our  information. 

Senator  Case.  I  remember  General  Sturgis  said  to  this  committee 
a  year  ago,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  amount  of  water  had  quadrupled 
in  50  years,  that  is,  the  amount  of  water  used ;  but  when  you  take  into 
consideration  the  increasing  population,  it  meant  that  we  had  doubled 
the  consumption  of  water  in  this  country  in  50  years.  Now,  are  you 
suggesting  that  the  next  25  years  will  double  the - 

Senator  Kerr.  Demand. 

Senator  Case.  The  demand? 

Mr.  Peterson.  That  is  the  information  that  we  have.  It  is  esti¬ 
mates,  to  be  sure.  May  I  say  this - 

Senator  Kerr.  Does  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  an  estimate  on 
that,  General  Itschner? 

General  Itschner.  I  think  that  that  estimate  has  been  made  by  a 
number  of  reliable  authorities,  sir.  It  depends  a  lot  on  speculation  as 
to  population  increases.  But  more  than  anything  else,  the  country 
will  develop  a  greater  need  for  water  per  capita.  I  believe  that  prob¬ 
ably  is  a  good  as  anybody  can  estimate  at  this  time. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Case.  I  was  just  drawing  it  to  your  attention  because  that 
would  mean  in  the  next  25  years  Ave  are  going  to  double  as  against 
the  last  50,  or  are  you  modifying  that  by  the  increasing  population  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Now,  I  think  this,  Senator  Case,  that  if  that  is  a 
reasonably  correct  estimate,  that  it  is  necessary  to  develop  the  maxi¬ 
mum  insoak  of  water  for  underground  storage.  Right  hoav  there  are 
many  areas  in  the  country  where  the  drawdown  on  underground  sup¬ 
plies,  so  I  am  advised,  is  depleting  those  supplies.  These  small  proj¬ 
ects — 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  is  there  any  place  that  that  situation  does  not 
prevail  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Not  that  I  knoAv  of,  Senator  Kerr.  That  makes  it 
important  the  surface  of  the  land  be  handled  in  such  a  way  that  there 
results  the  maximum  utilization  of  the  water  that  falls,  either  by 
insoak  to  increase  underground  water  or  retention  and  release  from 
surface  reservoirs. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  the  reason  you  think  this  review  procedure 
should  be  retained  ? 

Mr.  Peterson.  The  reason  I  think  it  should  be  retained  is  because 
of  the  accelerating  work  of  all  water  management  agenices  Avill  bring 
them  into  such  close  relationship,  one  with  the  other,  that  the  review 
procedure  should  be  retained  so  that  each  agency  may  be  fully  aware 
and  take  account  of  what  occurs  in  this  area  of  work. 
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Senator  Case.  Well,  is  it  conceivable  that  any  of  these  smaller  proj¬ 
ects  would  reduce  the  insoak  of  the  water? 

Mr.  Peterson.  We  think  to  the  contrary,  Senator  Case. 

Senator  Case.  Let  me  ask  this  question :  What  has  been  the  lapse 
of  time  between  the  time  that  a  project  has  been  recommended  to  you 
by  a  State  agency  and  the  date  of  its  final  approval  under  the  present 
law? 

Mr.  Peterson.  May  I  ask  Mr.  Brown  to  respond  to  that  question, 
sir? 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  Senator,  the  first  of  the  projects  were  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  State  agencies  within  a  matter  of  a  month  or  two  after 
passage  of  the  Act  in  August  1954.  They  have  taken  a  variable  time 
to  actually  accomplish  the  planning  in  the  field.  The  first  projects 
that  are  now  or  have  been  before  the  Congress  were  submitted  to  other 
Federal  agencies  for  review  on  October  10,  1955.  The  first  of  the 
first  13  projects  which  were  approved  were  submitted  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  to  the  Congress  on  April  20, 1956. 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  might  say,  Senator  Case,  that  in  the  initial  starting 
of  this  act  that  my  own  view  is  the  steps  to  be  taken  have  been  much 
slower  than  they  are  at  present.  With  your  permission,  I  would  like 
to  ask  Mr.  Brown  to  advise  the  committee  as  to  what  the  present 
time  lapse  is  in  the  presentation  of  a  project  from  the  State  organiza¬ 
tion  and  its  going  through  the  steps  within  the  Department. 

Senator  Iverr.  That  is  a  very  good  question. 

Senator  Case.  I  would  like  to  have  that  done,  but  I  would  like 
to  have  it  done  with  special  reference  to  the  time  required  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  in  the  principle  of 
review  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  legislation  that  costs  money, 
generally  speaking,  but  I  really  think  that  the  review  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  should  be  primarily  fiscal  in  character  and  not  of  an 
engineering  or  water  conservation  type;  that  is,  I  think  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  on  matters  like  this  should  be  concerned  with  the  fiscal 
effects.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  should  be  a 
second  estimator  or  second  guesser  on  the  engineering  and  conserva¬ 
tion  features. 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  would  agree  with  that. 

Senator  Case.  On  small  projects. 

Senator  Kerr.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Seantor  Iverr.  Are  there  further  questions  of  this  witness  ? 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  we  in  due  time  get  the  com¬ 
ments  of  Mr.  Brown  with  reference  to  the  time  scheduling  of  these 
applications ;  that  of  interest  to  the  committee  at  this  time  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  we  will  get  anything  that  any  member  wants. 

Senator  Hruska.  It  was  suggested  by  Mr.  Peterson  that  Mr.  Brown 
be  permitted  to  speak  to  that  point.  Now,  if  it  is  pertinent  at  this 
point,  unless  it  is  going  to  be  covered  by  someone  else - 

Mr.  Peterson.  Excuse  me,  that  was  the  time  that  it  is  presently 
taking - 

Senator  Hruska.  That  is  correct,  after  the  pioneering  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  has  expired. 
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Mr.  Brown.  Well,  Senator,  it  appears  that  the  average  time  from 
the  initiation  of  the  average  application  until  it  gets  its  final  approval 
in  the  Congress  would  probably  be  on  the  order  of  1  year;  considering 
the  time  required  for  planning  of  these  projects  which  will  depend 
again  on  the  size  of  the  projects,  it  may  run  from  3  months  to  6  months 
or  longer,  and  the  prescribed  time  allowed  for  review  by  other  Federal 
agencies,  which  is  60  days,  a  45-day  period  allowed  for  the  project 
to  lay  before  the  Congress,  we  would  estimate  that  1  year  would  prob¬ 
ably  be  a  minimum  average  figure.  Some  will  take  longer. 

Senator  Hrtjska.  Does  not  the  planning  precede  the  submission 
of  the  application  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  No;  that  follows  the  application.  The  first  step  is  the 
application  by  the  local  organization  referred  to  the  State  agency  for 
approval.  When  it  is  approved  and  transmitted  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  that  is  when  it  is  acted  upon  from  a  planning  stand¬ 
point. 

Senator  Case.  Who  does  that  planning? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  technical  assistance  is  provided  by  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service  with  the  assistance  of  the  Forest  Service  and  by 
other  Federal  agencies  where  there  are  concerns  of  those  agencies. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  at  the  local  level. 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir,  in  the  watershed.  It  is  a  planning  assistance 
to  the  local  organization  in  the  project  area. 

Senator  Case.  Have  you  found  it  necessary  in  connection  with  any 
of  the  projects  that  are  approved  to  exercise  the  authority  for  con¬ 
tracting  that  is  permitted  under  that  third  proviso  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  No,  sir.  There  have  been  no  contracts  let  to  date,  and, 
of  course,  that  proviso  has  now  expired  anyhow  in  terms  of  the  present 
law.  After  July  1,  1956,  the  Department  could  not  legally  contract 
for  any  improvement. 

Senator  Case.  Well,  if  you  strike  out  that  1956  limitation,  you 
would  still  have  the  authority,  would  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir,  but  we  have  not  found  any  case  thus  far  where 
the  local  organization  does  not  have  the  authority  to  contract;  there¬ 
fore  we  would  be  prohibited  in  any  event. 

Senator  Hruska.  If  that  is  true,  however,  the  retention  of  that  July 
1, 1956,  date  would  do  not  harm,  would  it? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  certainly  is  a  most  important  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  glad  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  working  on  it, 
and  I  am  glad  that  it  is  being  approached  sympathetically.  I  hope 
that  this  committee  can  report  this  bill  or  a  bill  in  such  a  fashion  as 
to  expedite  the  program  and  assist  the  Department  in  expediting  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  I  would  certainly  share  the  Senator’s  wishes. 

If  there  are  no  further  questions  of  Mr.  Peterson,  the  committee 
will  recess  until  2  o’clock,  at  which  time  Mr.  Stevens,  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  will  be  before  us,  and  then  we  will  hear  the 
other  witnesses  through  the  afternoon  that  have  been  scheduled  for 
appearance. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  :35  p.  m.,  the  hearing  was  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  2  p.  m.,  the  same  day.) 
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AFTERNOON  SESSION 

Senator  Kerr.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  Stevens. 

STATEMENT  OF  THEODORE  STEVENS,  ACTING  LEGISLATIVE 

COUNSEL  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR;  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  DAN  McCarthy,  chief,  programs  and  coordina¬ 
tion  BRANCH,  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

Mr.  Stevens.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Theodore  Stevens.  I  am 
the  acting  legislative  counsel  for  the  Department  of  Interior.  Mr. 
Dan  McCarty  is  also  with  me.  He  is  the  Chief  of  the  Programs  and 
Coordination  Branch  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  We  do  not 
have  a  prepared  statement.  Our  Department  was  not  asked  to  report 
upon  this  bill,  although  on  June  19,  Assistant  Secretary  Aandalil 
did  report  on  the  El  lender  bill,  S  3727.  That  bill  has  been  agreed  to 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Public  Works  Coordinator,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  the 
Department  of  Defense.  And  so  far  as  the  Department  of  Interior 
is  concerned,  that  is  the  bill  which  we  are  in  favor  of. 

As  to  any  position  on  H.  R.  8750,  unfortunately  we  have  not  formu¬ 
lated  an  official  departmental  position  on  that  bill. 

I  am  here  to  urge  that  the  provisions  of  S.  3727  be  adopted,  and 
that  is  the  bill  that  we  are  interested  in. 

If  you  have  any  specific  question  concerning  reclamation,  Mr. 
McCarty,  he  is  here  to  answer  those. 

Senator  Kerr.  Any  questions,  Senator  ? 

Senator  IIruska.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  morning  we  heard 
testimony  from  General  Itschner  in  which  he  commented  upon  S.  3737. 
He  made  some  suggestions — and  I  am  wondering  if  it  would  be  in 
order  that  Mr.  Stevens  or  his  companion  here  be  given  opportunity  to 
comment  on  those  suggestions  in  a  statement  which  they  could  insert 
in  the  record  at  this  point  at  a  later  time. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  think  that  would  be  very  appropriate.  Do  you 
have  any  remarks  that  you  care  to  make  about  it  now  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  I  picked  up  those  suggested  amendments  just  as  we 
left,  Senator.  We  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  do  so,  and  we 
would  be  pleased  to  do  so.  We  have  no  comments  as  such  concerning 
the  bill.  These  proposed  amendments  are  new  to  us  and  we  would 
like  a  chance  to  review  them. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  then  give  it  to  us  at  your  early  convience. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Very  well.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  you  have  some  date  to 
suggest  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  we  would  be  glad  to  have  them  tomorrow,  but 
that  is  a  holiday. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Very  well.  I  will  try  to  have  them  Thursday,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  But  Monday  would  be  in  plenty  of  time,  or  Tuesday 
if  it  would  be  of  some  help  to  you.  I  said  at  your  earliest  convenience, 
and  I  thought  that  would  let  you  have  enough  leeway.  I  think  it 
would  also  be  appropriate  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  com¬ 
ment  on  the  suggestions  made  by  General  Itschner. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Thank  you. 
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(The  material  referred  to  above  is  as  follows:) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  9,  1956. 

Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  and  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  In  response  to  your  request  during  the  hearings  on  July 
o,  1956,  on  H.  R.  8750,  a  bill  to  amend  the  watershed  protection  and  flood  pre¬ 
vention  act,  we  are  providing  the  following  comments  on  the  four  amendments  to 
this  bill  suggested  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  -United  States  Army : 

1.  The  first  amendment  suggested  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  would  add  a  pro¬ 
viso  “that  not  more  than  50  per  centum  of  the  total  capacity  of  the  structures 
shall  be  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention.”  The  Corps’  argument  for 
this  amendment  is  that  it  would  “retain  the  policy  that  the  watershed  program 
are  designed  primarily  for  flood  damage  reduction.” 

We  consider  that  this  is  a  misinterpretation  of  expressed  congressional  intent 
in  enactment  of  Public  Law  566.  Flood  prevention  is  1  of  the  2  coordinate  and 
coequal  purposes  of  works  of  improvement  installed  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  the  second  of  which  is  “the  agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  devel¬ 
opment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water.”  H.  R.  8750  and  all  other  proposed 
bills  to  amend  Public  Law  566  would  broaden  this  second  purpose  to  include 
not  only  agricultural  but  also  nonagricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  devel¬ 
opment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water. 

The  amendment  suggested  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  would  have  the  effect  of 
placing  an  arbitrary  restriction  on  the  allocation  of  capacity  in  any  structure. 
The  capacity  needed  in  any  structure  for  flood  prevention  is  totally  unrelated 
to  the  amount  needed  for  any  other  purpose,  such  as  municipal  water  supply  or 
irrigation.  Under  the  proposed  amendment  if  the  amount  of  flood  prevention 
storage  needed  were  1,000  acre-feet,  the  allowable  maximum  for  municipal 
water  supply  at  that  site  would  be  1,000  acre-feet.  If  the  capacity  needed  for 
flood  prevention  were  5,000  acre-feet,  then  5,000  acre-feet  of  municipal  water 
supply  storage  could  be  provided.  This  restriction  would  obviously  prevent  the 
utilization  of  a  given  reservoir  site  in  accordance  with  the  particular  needs  for 
different  kinds  of  storage  at  that  particular  site. 

The  Department  has  no  objection  to  placing  an  overall  ceiling,  such  as  25,000 
acre-feet,  on  the  total  capacity  that  may  be  developed  at  a  single  site  nor  to  a 
ceiling  on  flood-prevention  capacity  to  some  lesser  figure,  such  as  5,000  acre-feet. 
It  does  strenuously  object,  however,  to  requiring  that  capacity  for  one  purpose 
should  be  related  to  or  limited  by  the  capacity  for  another  purpose. 

2.  The  second  proposed  amendment  does  not  appear  to  be  inconsistent  with 
policy  of  this  Department.  Under  Public  Law  566  and  our  proposed  amendments 
thereto,  all  works  of  improvement  must  be  constructed  by  local  organizations, 
regardless  of  purpose  or  maximum  size  permitted.  This  Department  is  opposed 
to  a  Federal  contribution  to  the  construction  cost  of  capacity  for  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply.  A  cash  contribution  to  the  cost  allocated  to  not  more 
than  5,000  acre-feet  of  capacity  for  flood  prevention  is  provided  for  in  the  present 
act  and  would  be  continued  under  the  proposed  amendment. 

To  achieve  the  purposes  of  Public  Law  566,  reservoirs  must  be  planned  as  a 
part  of  the  total  watershed  development.  The  Department  is  opposed  to  pro¬ 
viding  any  financial  assistance  to  local  organization  for  any  reservoirs  unless 
these  are  integral  parts  of  a  watershed  plan  for  works  of  improvement.  If 
this  amendment  is  considered  by  the  committee,  it  is  suggested  that  the  word 
“planned”  in  the  fourth  line  of  the  amendment  be  deleted  in  order  to  avoid  the 
possible  interpretation  that  the  Federal  Government  would  participate  in  a 
reservoir  to  be  planned  as  a  separate  and  distinct  unit  and  not  a  part  of  a 
watershed  plan  by  a  local  organization. 

3.  W'e  do  not  consider  that  the  third  amendment  adds  substantially  to  the 
other  amendments  already  under  consideration  by  the.  committee.  'Jf  it  is  to 
be  considered,  however,  there  needs  to  be  a  more  explicit  definition  of  what 
Federal  laws  shall  be  taken  into  account. 

4.  This  Department  is  opposed  to  the  fourth  proposed  amendment  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  One  of  the  primary  purposes  of  Public  Law  566  is  to  provide 
needed  and  otherwise  unavailable  technical  assistance  to  local  organizations  in 
developing  integrated  plans  for  land  treatment  measures  and  associated  struc- 
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tural  measures  on  small  watersheds.  The  entire  concept  and  purpose  of  “water¬ 
shed  protection”  authorized  by  the  act  is  to  bring  together  in  one  program  the 
beneficial  effects  of  a  combination  of  land  treatment  measures  and  small  struc¬ 
tural  measures.  One  group  of  measures  is  directly  dependent  upon  the  other 
and  the  total  program  must  be  planned  and  designed  as  a  single  unit.  In  this 
respect  Public  Law  566  and  the  proposed  amendments  thereto  are  distinctly 
different  from  the  provisions  of  the  small  reclamation  projects  bill,  H.  R.  5881, 
which  contemplates  Federal  loans  to  local  organizations  for  development  or 
rehabilitation  and  betterment  of  individual  structural  facilities  such  as  storage 
reservoirs,  diversions,  canals,  etc.,  without  regard  to  related  land  treatment 
needs  on  the  one  hand  or  coordination  with  downstream  works  of  improvement 
on  the  other  hand.  As  the  representative  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  pointed 
out  in  his  testimony  and  in  the  view  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  there  is  a 
need  for  coordination  of  the  planned  improvements  on  small  watersheds  with 
those  planned  by  major  construction  agencies,  such  as  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Adequate  river  basin  coordination  would  be  im¬ 
possible  to  achieve  if  the  local  organizations  were  made  solely  responsible  for 
engineering,  planning,  design,  and  supervision  of  construction  of  structural 
measures  in  small  watersheds. 

Federal  technical  aid  in  planning,  design,  and  construction  is  foremost  in  im¬ 
portance  to  local  organizations  in  developing  and  carrying  out  watershed  plans 
under  the  intent  of  Public  Law  566.  In  succeeding  order  of  importance  are  the 
need  for  Federal  financial  assistance  in  sharing  the  cost  of  improvements  and 
in  granting  long-term  credit  at  low  rates  of  interest  to  enable  the  local  organiza¬ 
tions  to  carry  out  their  share  of  the  job.  In  general,  it  would  be  much  more 
feasible  for  local  organizations  to  assume  responsibility  for  engineering  and  con¬ 
struction  on  local  protection  works  of  the  type  carried  out  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  than  to  assume  responsibility  for  the  planning  and  engineering  work 
required  to  achieve  proper  coordination  of  upstream  watershed  protection  with 
major  river  developments  such  as  downstream  reservoirs. 

This  proposed  amendment  would  thwart  the  objectives  that  have  been  so 
strongly  stressed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  namely,  that  of  achieving  proper 
and  adequate  coordination  of  watershed  plans  with  major  river  developments. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  afforded  to  this  Department  to  comment  on  the 
amendments  proposed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  would  be  glad  to  work  with 
your  committee  in  further  consideration  of  the  amendments  needed  to  make 
Public  Law  566  more  effective  in  aiding  local  organizations  to  plan  and  carry 
out  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  projects. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  July  16, 1956. 

Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  and  Rivers  and  Harbors T 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  United  States  Senate,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  At  the  hearings  before  your  subcommittee  on  S.  3127, 
H.  R.  8750,  and  related  bills,  representatives  of  this  Department  were  handed 
a  typewritten  document  prepared  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  entitled  “Suggested 
Amendments  to  Public  Law  566”  and  asked  to  supply  for  the  record  our  comments 
thereon. 

As  you  have  been  advised,  our  report  of  June  19,  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  recommended  that  S.  3727  be  enacted  without  amend¬ 
ment.  If  H.  R.  8750  is  to  be  taken  up,  it  is  our  further  recommendation  that  it 
be  not  enacted  unless  it  is  amended  to  conform  to  S.  3727.  S.  3727  would  amend 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  so  as  to  enlarge  the  permis¬ 
sible  scope  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture’s  operations  under  that  act  without 
unduly  complicating  or  duplicating  the  work  of  this  Department  in  the  water 
resources  field  and  without  setting  up  an  enlarged  program  under  the  act  on 
standards  varying  substantially  from  those  under  which  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  operate. 

Our  general  comment  on  the  Army’s  draft  of  amendments  is,  therefore,  that 
we  are  not  in  a  position  to  support  them  without  clearance  with  the  other  De¬ 
partments  involved,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Public  Works  Coordinator. 
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So  far  as  this  Department’s  interests  alone  are  concerned,  however,  and  to  the 
extent  to  which  the  Army  amendments  would  cause  H.  R.  8750  to  move  closer  to 
S.  3727,  we  believe  that  their  adoption  wTould  be  a  desirable  improvement  in  the 
House  bill.  In  that  regard,  the  corps’  proposed  amendment  No.  1  seems  unneces¬ 
sary  in  view  of  their  proposed  amendment  No.  2.  The  latter  would  limit  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  for  flood  control  prevention  to  5,000  acre-feet.  Amendment 
No.  3  would  require  more  uniformity  in  repayments  for  other  than  flood  control 
capacity  and  equitable  allocation  of  cost  when  the  same  capacity  serves  multiple 
uses.  Amendment  No.  4  would  provide  for  the  assumption  by  local  agencies  of 
responsibility  for  the  engineering  functions  in  connection  with  proposed  struc¬ 
tures. 

This  Department  urges  that  the  provisions  of  S.  3727  would  be  preferable  to 
proposed  amendments  Nos.  1  and  2.  Further,  amendment  No.  4  would,  in  our 
opinion,  place  an  additional  expense  upon  local  organization  which  seems  un¬ 
warranted  when  the  majority  of  the  structures  to  be  erected  will  probably  follow 
standard  designs  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  If  adopted,  at  least  the  pro¬ 
vision  should  be  permissive,  giving  the  local  organization  the  option  of  provid¬ 
ing  the  service  if  they  so  desire. 

Amendment  No.  3  might  tend  to  improve  Public  Law  566,  but  only  if  reconciled 
with  the  amendment  suggested  in  S.  3727  (section  8)  regarding  loans,  particu¬ 
larly  in  reference  to  those  projects  in  which  “excess  lands”  are  involved,  and  this 
subject  requires  further  consideration  concerning  the  size  of  the  average  loans, 
the  prospective  size  of  the  proposed  projects,  and  the  relationship  of  the  projects 
to  the  overall  development  of  the  watershed  involved. 

The  above  comments  have  not  been  cleared  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
nor  the  Public  Works  Coordinator.  The  comments  are  made  at  this  time  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  specific  request  made  to  our  acting  legislative  counsel  at  the  hearing. 
Our  departmental  position  remains  unchanged;  we  favor  enactment  of  S.  3727 
without  amendment. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Feed  G.  Aandahl, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Senator  Kerr.  I  want  to  place  into  tlie  record  here  a  letter  on  this 
bill  from  Leo  V.  Bodine,  executive  vice  president  of  the  National 
Lumber  Manufacturers  Association. 

(The  letter  is  as  follows:) 


National  Lumbeb  Manufacturers  Association, 
Washington,  D.  O.,  July  2,  1956. 

Senator  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control,  Rivers  and  Harbors, 

Senate  Committee  on  Pxiblic  Works, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  We  understand  that  you  have  called  a  hearing  for  July 
3  of  your  subcommittee  to  consider  H.  R.  8750  and  related  legislation. 

We  urge  that  no  action  be  taken  on  H.  R.  8750  or  similar  legislation  to  amend 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  as  insufficient  time  has 
elapsed  since  its  enactment  in  1954  to  provide  the  necessary  experience  funda¬ 
mental  to  sound  change.  However,  if  the  act  is  to  be  amended  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  no  amendments  be  approved  which  would  lessen  State  and  local 
financial  and  other  responsibility. 

Our  interest  in  this  matter  stems  from  the  fact  that  many  watersheds  which 
may  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  are  forested  to  a  greater  or  less  degree.  Frequently  substantial  acre¬ 
ages  of  such  forested  watershed  lands  are  owned  by  members  of  the  lumber 
industry.  Our  industry  is  becoming  water  conservation  conscious  and  we  wish 
to  cooperate  in  economical  and  well-conceived  programs,  believing  that  good 
forest  management  provides  good  watershed  management. 

Our  industry  believes,  however,  that  State  and  local  governments  have  a 
responsibility  to  solve  their  own  water  resource  problems.  We  believe  that 
Federal  activity  affecting  water  resources  should  be  limited  to  those  phases  that 
are  a  definite  Federal  responsibility  and  that  financial  and  other  contributions 
of  Federal,  regional,  State,  and  local  interests  should  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  benefits  derived. 

Our  study  of  H.  R.  8750  indicates,  first,  that  its  enactment  would  be  prema¬ 
ture  and  unnecessary  at  present  in  view  of  the  fact  that  so  little  time  has  elapsed 
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since  enactment  of  Public  Law  56G,  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act.  It  must  be  remembered  that  this  law  was  finally  approved  on  August 
4,  1954,  only  after  extensive  hearings  and  debate  and  the  painstaking  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  language  constituting  its  many  provisions.  Following  enactment, 
many  months  were  taken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  the  difficult  task 
of  developing  regulations  and  procedures.  It  can  be  said,  therefore,  that  actual 
operations  under  the  act  have  been  confined  to  a  very  short  period,  hardly  in 
excess  of  a  year.  We  believe  that  additional  experience  should  be  gained,  at 
least  over  the  next  year  or  two,  to  provide  facts  fundamental  to  sound  change. 

However,  if  the  act  is  to  be  amended,  we  believe  that  no  amendments  should 
be  approved  which  would  lessen  State  and  local  financial  and  other  responsi¬ 
bility.  This  recommendation  is  in  line  with  our  basic  policies,  which  have  been 
referred  to  above.  Certain  provisions  of  H.  R.  8750  would  appear  to  depart  from 
these  policies.  For  example,  the  bill  provides  that  all  of  the  cost  of  structures 
for  flood  prevention  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government.  Under  the  present 
formula  of  the  act,  however,  the  cost  is  to  be  divided  between  Federal  and  local 
agencies  on  the  basis  of  benefits  conferred.  In  this  instance  we  believe  the 
language  of  the  act  should  be  retained.  Again,  the  bill  would  amend  the  act 
to  extend  the  time  during  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  construct 
works  of  improvement  in  the  absence  of  an  organization  authorized  under  State 
law.  In  this  regard,  also,  we  believe  the  language  of  the  act  should  be  retained. 

We  would  appreciate  having  this  letter  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  before  your  subcommittee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Leo  V.  Bodine, 
Executive  Vice  President. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  W.  D.  Parish,  Falcon  Water  Compact,  McAllen, 
Tex.  I  want  to  say  to  the  distinguished  citizen  of  Texas  that  the 
majority  leader,  Senator  Lyndon  Johnson,  sent  word  he  would  have 
liked  to  be  here  for  your  appearance  and  he  wants  you  to  know  he 
wishes  you  well. 

Mr.  Parish.  Thank  you,  sir. 

STATEMENT  0E  W.  D.  PARISH  ON  BEHALF  OF  HIDALGO  AND 

CAMERON  COUNTIES  WATER  CONTROL  AND  IMPROVEMENT 

DISTRICT  NO.  9,  MERCEDES,  TEX.,  AND  THE  FALCON  WATER 
compact,  McAllen,  tex. 

Mr.  Parish.  My  name  is  W.  D.  Parish.  I  am  here  representing 
the  Water  Control  Improvement  District  No.  9,  and  the  Falcon  Water 
Compact  of  McAllen,  Tex.,  which  is  an  association  of  water  districts 
organized  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  and  conserving  the  use  of 
water.  I  have  a  prepared  statement  here  which  I  would  like  to  put 
into  the  record,  and  1  would  like  to  read  it  to  the  committee. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right,  sir ;  proceed. 

Mr.  Parish.  There  is  submitted  herewith  for  your  consideration  a 
joint  statement  by  W.  D.  Parish,  general  manager,  Hidalgo  and  Cam¬ 
eron  Counties  Water  Control  and  Improvement  District  No.  9,  with 
offices  in  Mercedes,  Tex. ;  and  Iv.  M.  Smith,  watermaster,  Falcon  Water 
Compact,  with  offices  in  McAllen,  Tex.,  in  behalf  of  the  approximately 
400,000  persons  residing  within  the  valley  of  the  Rio  Grande  between 
Falcon  Reservoir  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

The  area  along  the  Rio  Grande  between  Falcon  Reservoir  and  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  comprises  an  area  of  approximately  700,000  acres  of 
highly  developed  agricultural  lands  with  old  established  first  class 
water  rights,  having  an  estimated  value  of  over  one-half  billion  dol¬ 
lars.  Many  millions  of  dollars  have  been  spent  during  the  past  50 
years  in  the  development  of  systems  for  the  distribution  of  water 
for  irrigation  and  domestic  purposes  within  the  limits  of  this  area. 
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Tlie  Rio  Grande  Valley  is  a  subtropical  area  and  its  products  of 
citrus  fruits,  winter  vegetables,  grains,  cotton,  and  legumes  are  an 
important  contribution  to  the  economy  of  the  State  and  the  Nation. 

This  area  is  now  in  the  midst  of  one  of  the  most  severe  droughts 
within  the  memory  of  man.  Water  for  irrigation  purposes  has  been 
completely  exhausted  and  the  supply  reserved  for  domestic  municipal 
and  livestock  purposes  will  soon  be  exhausted.  The  situation  is  so 
critical  that  the  State  of  Texas  has  obtained  a  judgment  of  the  dis¬ 
trict,  court  who  has  appointed  a  watermaster  with  extensive  powers 
to  conserve  and  preserve  this  meager  supply  of  water  for  domestic, 
municipal,  and  livestock  purposes.  This  area  faces  a  severe  eco¬ 
nomic  crisis  unless  appreciable  rainfall  occurs  over  the  area  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  flow  of  the  Rio  Grande  within  the  next  few  weeks. 

It  is  obvious  that  if  the  construction  of  storage  dams  such  as  those 
proposed  in  the  watershed  work  plan  prepared  for  Johnsons  Draw 
watershed  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  566,  is  carried  to  its  ultimate  development,  that  great  dam¬ 
age  to  an  already  developed  rich  agricultural  area  will  result. 

It  is  a  staggering  experience  to  fly  over  the  watersheds  of  the  Pecos 
and  Devils  Rivers  which  are  our  source  of  water  and  view  the  great 
number  of  stock  and  farm  tanks  which  are  permitting  the  evaporation 
of  water  which  is  so  urgently  needed  for  beneficial  uses.  Interna¬ 
tional  Boundary  and  Water  Commission  records  indicate  that  evap¬ 
oration  at  Del  Rio,  Tex.  amounted  to  about,  127  inches  in  1953.  This 
would  mean  that  a  small  reservoir  having  an  area  of  only  2  acres  would 
waste  over  20  acre-feet  of  water  a  year.  This  is  too  great  a  price  to  pay 
for  silt  storage.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service,  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  is  planning  seven  floodwater  retarding 
structures  on  the  Devils  River,  with  so-called  sediment  pool  capacity 
to  permanently  store  1,060  acre-feet  of  water  to  evaporate  or  seep 
into  the  ground.  This  storage  space  might  trap  and  evaporate  this 
1,060  acre-feet  of  water  several  times  a  year,  resulting  in  a  tremendous 
loss  of  water  from  one  area.  Restricting  the  number  of  such  ponds 
and  completely  eliminating  the  sediment  pools  would  accomplish  the 
flood-control  function  of  these  structures  without  the  tremendous 
waste  of  an  already  insufficient  water  supply.  An  indication  of  the 
adverse  eifect  of  the  construction  of  dams  on  the  Rio  Grande  water¬ 
shed  is  demonstrated  by  the  fact  that  the  total  flows  at  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Boundary  and  Water  Commission  gage  at  Zapata,  Tex. — near 
Falcon  Reservoir — for  the  years  1943  to  1952  were  approximately  59 
percent  ox  the  total  flows  at  the  same  location  during  the  period  1932 
to  1942,  with  approximately  the  same  rainfall  for  both  periods. 

II.  R.  8750  will  definitely  tend  to  further  aggravate  our  already 
serious  water  shortage  predicament.  We  therefore  respectfully  sug¬ 
gest  that  your  subcommittee  favorably  consider  changing  the  language 
of  section  10  of  H.  R.  8750  to  read  as  follows : 

After  the  words : 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 

Add: 

Provided,  That  no  funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  shall  be  used  to  construct 
any  works  which  would  in  any  way  diminish,  impair,  or  jeopardize  the  supply 
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of  water  available  to  downstream  water  users  with  prior  legal  rights  to  its  use: 
Provided  further,  That  the  Governor  of  each  State  where  such  works  may  be 
constructed  shall  certify  to  the  Secretary  that  the  construction  of  each  said 
project  will  in  no  way  diminish,  impair  or  jeopardize  the  water  supply  available 
to  downstream  users  with  prior  legal  rights  to  its  use. 

Your  favorable  consideration  of  our  request  for  an  amendment  to 
H.  R.  8750  which  will  protect  the  already  existing  uses  of  water  will  be 
greatly  appreciated.  Your  kind  consideration  in  allowing  me  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  this  important  committee  and  to  present  the  views  of  the 
people  of  the  Rio  Grande  Valley  is  also  sincerely  appreciated. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Parish.  Are  there  any  questions? 

Senator  Hruska.  Just  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  Does  not  the  Governor 
now  have  the  right  to  register  objection  when  a  plan  under  this  Public 
Law  566  comes  to  him?  Can  he  not  register  objection  to  a  given 
project  as  being  harmful  to  the  water  users  with  whom  you  are  di¬ 
rectly  concerned  ? 

Mr.  Parish.  He  might  do  that,  sir.  But  the  Texas  law,  I  believe, 
is  that  no  permit  is  required  to  construct  a  reservoir  that  will  impound 
200  acre-feet  or  less.  So  as  a  result  of  that,  I  doubt  if  a  lot  of  these 
projects  are  ever  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Governor. 

Senator  Hruska.  But  they  would  be  through  Public  Law  566,  would 
they  not?  Each  of  the  plans  which  is  submitted  under  Public  Law 
566,  as  I  understand  it,  requires  the  approval  of  the  Governor. 

Mr.  Parish.  Well,  now,  that  is  possible.  I  am  not  as  familiar  with 
that  public  law  as  I  might  be,  sir. 

Senator  Hruska.  I  just  wondered  if  there  was  some  avenue  there. 

Mr.  P  arish.  There  probably  is,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Hruska.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Parish. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Lawrence  Rittenoure,  National  Association  of  Soil  Conservation 
Districts. 

STATEMENT  OF  LAWRENCE  RITTENOURE,  WICHITA,  KANS.,  ON 

BEHALF  OF  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  SOIL  CONSERVATION 

DISTRICTS 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  My  name  is  Lawrence  Rittenoure,  of  Wichita, 
Ivans.  I  have  been  practicing  soil  conservation  on  our  Sedgwick 
County  farm  since  1914.  I  have  farmed  through  tenants  in  western 
Kansas  for  25  years  past.  I  am  the  proprietor  of  the  Rittenoure  In¬ 
vestment  Co.,  dealing  principally  in  municipal  bonds  and  a  few  con¬ 
servative  stocks.  I  speak  as  a  director  of  the  National  Association  of 
Soil  Conservation  Districts,  and  chairman  of  their  watershed  com¬ 
mittee,  but  this  background  is  mentioned  because  I  want  you  to  know 
my  very  practical  point  of  view  of  a  businessman,  a  farmer,  a  taxpayer, 
and  as  one  deeply  interested  in  conservation  of  our  soil  and  water. 
As  such,  I  like  to  see  a  dollar  invested  pay  dividends,  a  profit,  whether 
invested  in  bonds,  stock,  land  or  conservation  work  on  the  land,  and 
whether  it  be  a  dollar  of  an  individual  or  of  Uncle  Sam.  I  think  I  am 
typical  in  this  resjiect  to  other  soil  conservation  district  officials 
throughout  America. 

Our  national  association  represents  some  2,700  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
tricts  organized  as  local  units  of  self-government  under  State  law. 
Our  districts  contain  nearly  90  percent  of  all  the  farm  and  ranch  land 
of  the  Nation.  About  1,600,000  farmers  and  ranchers  are  active  dis- 
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trict  cooperators  applying  soil  and  water  conservation  practices  on 
their  land.  Soil  conservation  districts  have  a  great  concern  for  the 
successful  functioning  of  the  watershed  protection  and  flood-preven¬ 
tion  program. 

Our  national  association  and  soil  conservation  district  supervisors 
everywhere  worked  hard  for  Public  Law  566  in  1954.  Since  then 
hundreds  of  soil  conservation  district  leaders  have  watched  how  things 
have  worked  out  under  the  act. 

I  know  you  recognize  the  great  concern  of  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
tricts  that  the  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  part  of  our 
program  be  successful. 

Districts  have  sponsored  nearly  every  one  of  the  500  applications  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  assistance  under  the  act.  All  of 
the  applications  have  been  approved  by  agencies  designated  by  the 
governors  in  the  States  from  where  the  requests  have  come. 

We  have  given  a  lot  of  time  and  thought  to  needed  amendments 
to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  We  feel 
strongly  that  the  act’s  limitations  prevent  the  small  watershed  work 
moving  ahead  like  it  ought  to.  We  believe  some  changes  are  needed 
urgently. 

We  think  many  of  the  needed  changes  are  pretty  well  spelled  out 
m  bills  by  Congressmen  Poage  and  Hope  and  by  Senators  Clements, 
Carlson,  and  Full  bright. 

I  would  like  to  praise  the  wisdom  of  Congress  when  it  provided 
in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  for  treatment  of  the  11  original 
watersheds,  and  again  in  1953  for  the  60  small  pilot  watersheds,  many 
of  which  have  been  completed  and  which  are  doing  such  a  good  job  of 
selling  watershed  work  to  all  who  would  stop,  look  and  listen. 

Again  the  wisdom  of  Congress  was  shown  by  enactment  of  Public 
Law  566,  because  the  people  in  hundreds  of  watershed  areas  all  over 
the  United  States  are  responding.  The  85  percent  of  our  people  in  the 
cities  are  beginning  to  realize  their  oneness  of  interest  with  the  15  per¬ 
cent  who  live  on  farms  and  ranches.  The  urban  resident  often  does 
not  realize  the  terrific  importance  to  the  future  of  our  country  of 
holding  onto  and  building  up  our  topsoil,  but  he  is  becoming  aware 
of  the  benefits  of  flood  prevention  and  acutely  aware  of  the  necessity 
for  the  benefits  of  water  conservation  and  watershed  work. 

In  passing  Public  Law  566,  Congress’  basic  interest  was  to  provide 
for  Federal  aid  to  local  organizations  in  carrying  out  their  own  lo¬ 
cally  initiated  and  executed  projects. 

Ty  pe  of  project :  If  this  basic  idea  is  sound,  then  local  organizations 
should  be  able  to  obtain  help  for  and  include  in  their  watershed  plans 
all  types  of  improvements  for  better  soil  and  water  management. 
This  should  include,  where  needed,  not  only  soil  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  on  the  land  and  structures  for  flood  prevention,  but  other  related 
improvements.  We  ought  to  be  able  to  include  such  helps  as  storage 
and  distribution  of  water  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  farming  by  irriga¬ 
tion;  disposal  of  excess  water  by  drainage;  storage  and  release ^of 
water  into  small  streams  during  dry  periods  to  provide  stock  water, 
maintain  good  fishing  and  dilute  downstream  pollution.  It  should 
permit  a  good  dam  site  to  be  used  for  both  flood  prevention  and  muni¬ 
cipal  water  supply,  or  any  other  purpose  useful  in  the  community. 

Soil  conservation  district  representatives  testified  in  favor  of  H.  R 
8750  when  hearings  were  being  held  by  the  House  of  Representatives! 
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We  vigorously  supported  it  through  passage  in  the  House.  Now  we 
are  urgently  asking  your  committee  to  report  it  out  favorably  at  an 
early  date  so  that  H.  R.  8750  can  come  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  before 
Congress  adjourns. 

Cost  sharing  policy:  One  of  the  principal  objections  of  our  local 
organizations  to  Public  Law  566  has  been  the  cost-sharing  policy. 
Public  Law  566  requires  that  local  organizations  provide  all  land, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way,  contract  for  construction,  provide  water 
rights,  and  operate  and  maintain  the  structures  for  all  time  to  come. 

Under  the  policy  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  local  organiza¬ 
tions  must  in  addition  complete  all  the  necessary  land-treatment  meas¬ 
ures  wholly  at  local  expense,  and  must  pay  a  part  of  the  cash  cost  of 
construction  of  flood-prevention  dams.  Such  requirements  are  con¬ 
trary  to  provisions  of  existing  flood  control  acts.  Under  them,  the 
Federal  Government  not  only  pays  the  full  cost  of  construction  of 
flood  control  reservoirs,  but  in  addition  buys  the  necessary  land,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way,  and  operates  and  maintains  the  structures 
at  Federal  expense. 

Moreover,  it  is  contrary  to  the  existing  reclamation  laws  and  with 
the  new  act  under  consideration  in  Congress,  known  as  the  Small 
Reclamation  Projects  Act,  H.  R.  5881. 

Senator  Kerr.  Just  a  moment.  What  is  the  present  status  of  that 
bill  ?  I  think  it  might  be  well  at  an  appropriate  place  to  make  this 
part  of  the  record  in  this  proceeding. 

Senator  Hruska.  The  status  of  it  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  No — a  copy  of  it.  Because  the  Congress  will  have, 
by  its  enactment,  if  it  is  signed  by  the  President,  expressed  a  policy 
with  reference  to  a  similar  program  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Senator  LIruska.  I  think  that  is  right,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  even 
if  it  is  in  the  shape  of  a  conference  report,  that  will  still  be  a  declara¬ 
tion  and  expression  of  congressional  polic}A 

(The  bill  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

[H.  R.  5S81,  84th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

AN  ACT  To  supplement  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  by  providing  for  Federal  cooperation 

in  non-Federal  projects  and  for  participation  by  non-Federal  agencies  in  Federal  projects 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America ■  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  encourage 
State  and  local  participation  in  the  development  of  projects  under  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws  and  to  provide  for  Federal  assistance  in  the  development  of  sim¬ 
ilar  projects  in  the  seventeen  western  reclamation  States  f[l3  all  forty-eight 
States  and  the  Territories  of  Hawaii  and  Alaska  by  non-Federal  organizations. 

Sec.  2.  As  used  in  this  Act  — ■ 

(a)  The  term  “construction”  shall  include  rehabilitation  and  betterment. 

(b)  The  term  “Federal  reclamation  laws”  shall  mean  the  Act  of  June  IV, 
1902  (32  Stat.  388),  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  thereto. 

(c)  The  term  “organization”  shall  mean  a  State  or  a  department,  agency,  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  or  a  conservancy  district,  irrigation  district,  water 
users’  association,  an  agency  created  by  interstate  compact,  or  similar  organiza¬ 
tion  which  has  capacity  to  contract  with  the  United  States  under  the  Federal 
reclamation  laws. 

(d)  The  term  “project”  shall  mean  (i)  any  complete  irrigation  [2],  tvater 
storage,  saline  water  intrusion  control,  or  drainage  undertaking,  including  inci¬ 
dental  features  thereof,  or  distinct  unit  of  such  an  undertaking  or  a  rehabilitation 
and  betterment  program  for  an  existing  irrigation  preiest:  authorised  to  fee 
constructed  pursuant  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  and  ■(«)■  any  similar  under¬ 
taking  proposed  to  fee  eoostrueted  fey  an  orgauigat  iom  project.  The  term  “proi* 
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eet”  shall  not  include  any  such  undertaking,  unit,  or  program  the  cost  of  which 
exceeds  .$0,000,000 :  Provided,  That  projects,  the  estimated  cost  of  which  is  more 
than  $5,000,000  but  less  than  $10,000,000,  may  qualify  under  this  Act  if  the  ap¬ 
plicant  organization  is  ready,  able,  and  willing  to  finance  otherwise  than  by  loan 
or  grant  under  this  Act  all  costs  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  the  loan  or  grant 
which  would  be  made  under  this  Act  if  the  estimated  construction  cost  were 
$5,000,000:  Provided  further,  That  nothing  contained  in  this  definition  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  making  of  a  grant  not  in  excess  of  $5,000,000  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act,  to  organizations  whose  proposed  projects 
qualify  for  the  same  but  which  are  not  applicants  for  a  loan  under  this  Act :  And 
provided  further.  That  nothing  contained  in  this  Act  shall  preclude  the  making 
of  more  than  one  loan  or  graqt,  or  combined  loan  and  grant,  to  an  organization 
so  long  as  no  two  such  loans  or  grants,  or  combinations  thereof,  are  for  the 
same  project,  as  herein  defined. 

(e)  The  term  “Secretary”  shall  mean  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  [3]  with 
respect  to  projects  located  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Idaho, 
Kansas,  Montana,  Nebraska,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma, 
Oregon,  South  Dakota,  Texas,  Utah,  Washington,  and  Wyoming,  and  the  term 
“Secretary”  shall  mean  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with  respect  to  projects 
located  in  any  other  State  or  in  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  or  of  Alaska. 

(/)  The  term  “State”  or  “States”  shall  include  the  Territories  of  Hawaii  ana 
Alaska. 

Sec.  3.  Any  organization  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  provided  in  this 
Act  shall  submit  a  proposal  therefor  to  the  Secretary  in  such  form  and  manner 
as  he  shall  prescribe.  Each  such  proposal  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  payment 
of  $1,000  to  defray,  in  part,  the  cost  of  examining  the  proposal. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Any  proposal  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  a  project  which 
has  not  theretofore  been  authorized  for  construction  under  the  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  laws  shall  set  forth,  among  other  things,  a  plan  and  estimated  cost  in  detail 
comparable  to  those  included  in  preauthorization  reports  required  for  a  Federal 
reclamation  project;  shall  have  been  submitted  for  review  by  the  States  of  the 
drainage  basin  in  which  the  project  is  located  in  like  manner  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (c),  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  except  that 
the  review  may  be  limited  to  the  State  or  States  in  which  the  project  is  located  if 
the  proposal  is  one  solely  for  rehabilitation  and  betterment  of  an  existing  proj¬ 
ect  ;  and  shall  include  a  proposed  allocation  of  capital  costs  to  functions  such 
that  costs  for  facilities  used  for  a  single  purpose  shall  be  allocated  to  that  purpose 
and  costs  for  facilities  used  for  more  than  one  purpose  shall  be  so  allocated  among 
the  purposes  served  that  each  purpose  will  share  equitably  in  the  cost  of  such 
joint  facilities. 

(b)  Every  such  proposal  shall  include  a  showing  that  the  organization  already 
holds  or  can  acquire  all  lands  and  interests  in  land  (except  public  and  other 
lands  and  interests  in  land  owned  by  the  United  States  which  are  within  the 
administrative  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  and  subject  to  disposition  by  him) 
and  rights  to  the  use  of  water  necessary  for  the  successful  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  the  project  and  that  it  is  ready,  able,  and  willing  to 
finance  otherwise  than  by  loan  and  grant  under  this  Act  such  portion  of  the 
cost  of  construction  (which  portion  shall  include  all  costs  of  acquiring  lands, 
interests  in  land,  and  rights  to  the  use  of  water)  as  the  Secretary  shall  have 
advised  is  proper  in  the  circumstances :  Provided,  That  the  contribution  of  any 
applicant  organization  shall  not  be  required  to  be  in  excess  of  25  per  centum  of 
the  costs  of  the  project  which,  if  it  were  being  constructed  as  a  Federal  reclama¬ 
tion  project,  would  be  properly  allocable  to  reimbursable  functions  under  general 
provisions  of  law  applicable  to  such  projects. 

(c)  If  the  project  is  found  by  the  Secretary  and  the  Governor  of  the  State  in 
which  it  is  located  (or  an  appropriate  State  agency  designated  by  him)  to  be 
financially  feasible  and  upon  determination  by  the  Secretary  that  the  requested 
project  constitutes  a  reasonable  risk  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  hereby  authorized  to  negotiate  a  contract  with  the  applicant  organization 
as  provided  in  section  5 ;  but  no  such  contract  shall  be  executed  by  the  Secretary 
prior  to  sixty  calendar  days  (which  sixty  days,  however,  shall  not  include  days 
on  which  either  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate  is  not  in  session  be¬ 
cause  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain)  from  the  date 
in  which  the  project  proposal  has  been  submitted  to  both  branches  of  the  Congress 
for  consideration  by  the  appropriate  committees  thereof,  and  then  only  if  neither 
such  committee,  by  committee  resolution  and  notification  in  writing  to  the 
Secretary,  disapproves  the  project  proposal  within  such  period :  Provided,  That 
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if  both  such  committees,  in  the  same  manner  and  prior  to  the  expiration  of  such 
period,  approve  the  project  proposal,  then  the  Secretary  may  proceed  to  execute 
the  contract:  Provided  further,  That  in  the  event  either  committee  disapproves 
the  project  proposal,  the  Secretary  shall  not  proceed  further  unless  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  approved  the  same.  The  Secretary  at  the  time  of  submitting  the  proj¬ 
ect  proposal  to  Congress  or  at  the  time  of  his  determination  that  the  request 
project  constitutes  a  reasonable  risk  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  may 
reserve  from  use  or  disposition  inimical  to  the  project  any  lands  and  interests  in 
land  owned  by  the  United  States  which  are  within  his  administrative  jurisdiction 
and  subject  to  the  disposition  by  him  and  which  are  required  for  use  by  the 
project.  Any  such  reservation  shall  expire  at  the  end  of  two  years  unless  the 
repayment  contract  provided  for  in  section  5  of  this  Act  shall  have  been  executed. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration  to  financial  feasibility,  emer¬ 
gency,  or  urgent  need  for  the  project,  whether  the  proposal  involves  furnishing 
supplemental  irrigation  water  for  an  existing  irrigation  project,  whether  the 
proposal  involves  rehabilitation  of  existing  irrigation  project  works,  and  whether 
the  proposed  project  is  primarily  for  irrigation  or  irrigation,  drainage,  water 
storage,  or  saline  water  intrustion  control.  All  project  works  and  facilities 
constructed  under  this  Act  shall  remain  under  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of 
the  local  contracting  organization  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  repayment  contract. 

Sec.  5.  Any  contract  authorized  to  be  negotiated  under  tbe  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  section  4  of  this  Act  shall  set  out,  among  other  things — 

(a)  the  maximum  amount  of  any  loan  to  be  made  to  the  organization  and 
the  time  and  method  of  making  the  same  available  to  the  organization.  Said 
loan  shall  not  exceed  that  portion  of  the  estimated  cost  of  constructing  the 
project  which,  if  it  were  being  constructed  as  a  Federal  reclamation  project, 
would  be  properly  allocable  to  reimbursable  functions  under  general  pro¬ 
visions  of  law  applicable  to  such  projects ; 

(b)  the  maximum  amount  of  any  grant  to  be  accorded  the  organization 
and  the  time  and  method  of  paying  the  same  to  the  organization.  Said  grant 
shall  not  exceed  that  portion  of  the  estimated  cost  of  constructing  the 
project  which,  if  it  were  being  constructed  as  a  Federal  reclamation  project, 
would  be  properly  allocable  to  nonreimbursable  function  under  general 
provisions  of  law  applicable  to  such  projects  ; 

(c)  a  plan  of  repayment  by  the  organization  of  (1)  the  sums  lent  to  it  in 
not  more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the 
project  first  became  available;  (2)  interest,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  by  estimating  the  average  annual  yield  to  maturity,  on 
the  basis  of  daily  closing  market  bid  quotations  or  prices  during  the  month  of 
May  preceding  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made,  on  all  outstanding 
marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  having  a  maturity  date  of  fifteen 
or  more  years  from  the  first  day  of  such  month  of  May,  and  by  adjusting 
such  estimated  average  annual  yield  to  the  nearest  one-eight  of  1  per  centum 
at  the  beginnig  of  the  fiscal  year  preceding  the  date  on  which  the  contract  is 
executed  on  that  pro  rata  share  of  the  loan  which  is  attributable  to  furnish¬ 
ing  irrigation  [4],  saline  water  intrusion  control,  or  drainage  benefits  in  each 
particular  year  to  land  held  in  private  ownership  by  any  one  owner  in 
excess  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  irrigable  acres;  and  (3)  in  the  case  of  any 
project  involving  an  allocation  to  domestic,  industrial,  or  municipal  water 
supply,  or  commercial  power  produced  as  an  element  of  the  project  and 
incidental  to  its  full  development,  interest  on  the  unamortized  balance  of 
an  appropirate  portion  of  the  loan  at  a  rate  as  determined  in  (2)  above; 

(d)  provision  for  operation  of  the  project,  if  a  grant  predicated  upon  its 
performance  of  nonreimbursable  functions  is  made,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  with  respect  thereto  prescribed  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  primarily  concerned  with  those  functions  and,  in  the 
event  of  noncompliance  with  such  regulations,  for  operation  by  the  United 
States  or  for  repayment  to  the  United  States  of  the  amount  of  any  such 
grant ; 

(e)  such  provisions  as  the  Secretary  shall  deem  necessary  or  proper  to 
provide  assurance  of  and  security  for  prompt  repayment  of  the  loan  and 
interest  as  aforesaid.  The  liability  of  the  United  States  under  any  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  contingent  upon  the  availa¬ 
bility  of  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  same,  and  every  such  contract  shall 
so  recite ;  and 

(f)  provisions  conforming  to  the  preference  requirements  contained  in 
the  proviso  to  section  9  (c)  of  the  Act  of  August  4,  1939  (53  Stat.  1193),  if 
the  project  produces  electric  power  for  sale. 
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Sec.  6.  Any  proposal  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  a  project  which  has 
theretofore  been  authorized  for  construction  under  the  Federal  reclamation  laws 
shall  be  made  in  like  manner  as  a  proposal  under  section  4  of  this  Act,  but  the 
Secretary  may  waive  such  requirements  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  that 
section  as  he  finds  to  be  duplicative  of,  or  rendered  unnecessary  or  impossible 
by,  action  already  taken  by  the  United  States.  Upon  approval  of  any  such 
proposal  by  the  Secretary  he  may  negotiate  and  execute  a  contract  which  con¬ 
forms,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  to  the  provisions  of  section  5  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  7.  Upon  request  of  an  organization  which  has  made  or  intends  to  make  a 
proposal  under  this  Act,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  may  make 
available  to  the  organization  any  existing  engineering,  economic,  or  hydrologic 
information  and  printed  material  that  it  may  have  and  that  will  be  useful  in 
connection  with  the  planning,  design,  construction,  or  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  project  concerned.  The  cost  of  any  plans,  specifications,  and  other  unpub¬ 
lished  material  furnished  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this  section  and  the  cost 
of  making  and  administering  any  loan  under  this  Act  shall,  to  the  extent  that 
they  would  not  be  nonreimbursable  in  the  case  of  a  project  constructed  under 
the  Federal  reclamation  laws,  be  treated  as  a  loan  and  covered  in  the  provisions 
of  the  contract  entered  into  under  section  5  of  this  Act  unless  they  are  otherwise 
paid  for  by  the  organization. 

Sec.  8.  The  planning  and  construction  of  projects  undertaken  pursuant  to  this 
Act  shall  be  subject  to  all  procedural  requirements  and  other  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080). 

Sec.  9.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  perform  any  and  all  acts  and  to  make 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  or  proper  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary,  but  not  to  exceed  [5 ]$200,000,000  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act :  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  shall  advise  the  Congress  promptly  on  the 
receipt  of  each  proposal  referred  to  in  section  3,  and  no  contract  shall  become 
effective  until  appropriated  funds  are  available  to  initiate  the  specific  proposal 
covered  by  each  contract.  All  such  appropriations  shall  remain  available  until 
expended  and  shall,  insofar  as  they  are  used  to  finance  loans  made  under  this 
Act,  be  reimbursable  in  the  manner  hereinabove  provided. 

Sec.  11.  This  Act  shall  be  a  supplement  to  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  and 
may  be  cited  as  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of  1956. 

Sec.  12.  If  any  provision  of  this  Act  or  the  application  of  such  provision  to  any 
person,  organization,  or  circumstance  shall  be  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of 
the  Act  and  the  application  of  such  provision  to  persons,  organizations,  or  cir¬ 
cumstances  other  than  those  as  to  which  it  is  held  invalid,  shall  not  be  affected 
thereby. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right,  proceed. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  This  act  provides  that  flood  control  features  of 
projects  shall  be  paid  for  100  percent  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  provision  in  H.  Id.  8750  that  the  Government  may  assume  all 
the  costs  of  structures  applicable  to  flood  prevention  is  just  and  fair. 
In  the  case  of  the  controversial  $100  million  Tuttle  Creek  Reservoir  in 
Kansas,  the  Government  stands  every  dollar  of  the  cost.  The  local 
contributions  to  approximately  $3  billion  of  Federal  flood  control 
projects  built  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been  less  than  6  percent. 
In  the  first  30  watershed  projects  planned  under  Public  Law  566, 
project  applications  now  in  hand,  local  contributions  will  average  55 
percent  of  the  overall  cost  and  32  percent  of  the  cost  of  structures. 
All  future  maintenance  costs  and  responsibilities  on  watershed  proj¬ 
ects  will  rest  on  the  local  people.  Congress  planned  it  that  way. 
Local  people  want  it  that  way.  Even  after  Uncle  Sam  stands  the 
construction  cost — I  mean  the  full  construction  cost — of  flood  pre¬ 
vention  in  watershed  work,  local  people  will  still  have  very  heavy  costs 
of  land  treatment,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  administration  of 
contracts,  and  other  contributions. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now  you  are  referring  to  this  program  in  the  event 
of  the  enactment  of  H.  R.  8750. 
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Mr.  Rittenoijre.  Yes,  sir.  The  first  cost  to  the  Government  is 
the  last  cost,  and  H.  R.  8750  is  especially  equitable. 

Y  e  believe  that  irrigation  and  drainage  should  be  in  the  same  cate¬ 
gory  with  respect  to  cost  sharing  as  they  are  under  the  small  reclama¬ 
tion  projects  bill,  H.  R.  5881.  With  respect  to  what  cost  sharing,  if 
any,  should  be  provided  for  nonagricultural  purposes,  such  as  munici¬ 
pal  water  supply,  streamflow  regulation  for  pollution  control,  fish 
and  wildlife,  and  related  purposes,  we  leave  this  to  the  judgment  of 
the  Congress. 

Terminal  date:  Deletion  or  nondeletion  of  the  terminal  date  of 
July  1,  1956,  is  of  no  apparent  importance.  We  believe  that  in  all 
instances  the  public  officials  of  a  watershed  district  will  wish  to  let 
their  own  contracts. 

Time  consuming  delays :  Gentlemen,  Public  Law  566  needs  amend¬ 
ing  to  make  it  fully  useful  and  workable.  It  will  soon  be  2  years  since 
it  was  enacted.  I  have  been  amazed  at  the  difficulties,  the  obstacles,  the 
limitations  of  Public  Law  566  as  various  watersheds  in  our  State  have 
attempted  to  avail  themselves  of  this  law  which  means  so  verv  much  to 
the  future  of  Ameica.  As  a  boy,  I  often  read  of  white  men  captured 
by  the  Indians  but  promised  their  liberty  if  they  could  survive  by  run¬ 
ning  between  two  lines  of  savages  armed  with  clubs.  As  the  people  of 
11  of  our  Kansas  watershed  areas  have  tried  to  struggle  through  the 
maze  of  getting  assistance  under  Public  Law  566,  I  have  been  re¬ 
peatedly  reminded  of  those  stories  of  our  frontiersmen.  This  kind  of 
treatment  for  our  people  was  never  intended  by  Congress,  and  II.  R. 
8750  would  be  a  major  improvement  indeed. 

We  believe  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to  eliminate  the  vast 
amount  of  redtape  with  which  the  operation  of  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  has  been  surrounded.  This  act 
was  passed  as  a  substitute  for  the  old  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936  to  per¬ 
mit  local  organizations  to  move  ahead  at  a  faster  rate  with  the  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  job  before 
them.  Unfortunately,  largely  at  the  insistence  of  certain  Federal 
agencies,  many  restrictions  were  placed  around  the  act.  We  find  it 
now  takes  anywhere  from  a  year  to  2  years  to  get  a  project  planned 
and  approved  through  all  the  clearances  required,  and  these  delays 
will  increase  unless  Public  Law  566  is  amended. 

II.  R.  8750  contains  provisions  that  will  very  greatly  speed  up  the 
processing  of  applications  for  the  multitude  of  small  watershed  proj¬ 
ects  that  are  pouring  into  Washington.  I  refer  to  the  provisions  that 
eliminate  requirements  for  review  by  other  Federal  agencies  and  con¬ 
gressional  review  of  plans  where  the  Federal  contribution  to  construc¬ 
tion  costs  is  less  than  $250,000  and  likewise  the  eliminating  of  any  re¬ 
quirement  for  committee  resolutions  approving  any  plans. 

On  June  12,  1956,  the  State  Soil  Conservation  Commission  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  passed  a  resolution  asking  the  Congress  to  approve  all  work 
plans  now  pending  before  the  Congress.  This  request  for  special  leg¬ 
islation  before  adjournment  was  made  because  the  work  plan  of  the 
Arroya  Grande  Soil  Conservation  District  was  submitted  to  inter¬ 
ested  Federal  agencies  before  this  Congress  convened.  Here  is  just 
one  instance  where  perhaps  20,000  people  in  a  watershed  of  100,000 
acres  approximately  find  needless  delay  not  only  an  irritant  but  also 
damaging. 
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We  figure  that  these  amendments  in  the  Poage  bill  to  exempt  small 
projects  from  interagency  and  congressional  review  would  eliminate 
about  75  percent  of  the  time-consuming  delay  now  surrounding  the 
approval  of  small  projects,  most  of  which  are  below  this  amount. 

Federal  loans:  We  support  fully  the  provision  of  H.  R.  8750  with 
respect  to  long-term  Federal  loans.  We  believe  that  long-term,  low- 
interest  rate  loans  would  enable  many  local  organizations  to  finance 
their  part  of  the  total  job  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  under  current 
low-farm  income  and  tight-credit  conditions.  We  favor  this  amend¬ 
ment  fully. 

Broadening  of  benefits :  Likewise,  we  favor  the  provisions  of  Ft.  R. 
8750  that  would  extend  the  authority  of  the  act  to  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  There  are  43  soil  conservation 
districts  in  these  areas  outside  of  continental  United  States.  They 
are  just  as  willing  to  do  their  part  of  the  job  as  we  are  here  in  the 
•States.  It  would  be  discrimination  to  deny  them  this  opportunity. 

Size  of  reservoirs :  In  testifying  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  we  favored  the  resolution  of  our  last  national  convention 
for  eliminating  altogether  the  5,000  acre-foot  limitation  on  the  size  of 
structures.  We  pointed  out  that  the  limitation  on  watershed  size 
alone  provides  adequate  assurance  that  no  large  reservoirs  are  going 
to  be  constructed. 

Moreover,  we  stated  that  soil  conservation  districts  would  almost 
without  exception  oppose  inclusion  of  a  reservoir  in  any  plan  of  theirs 
where  the  pool  area  would  cover  a  significant  acreage  of  agricultural 
land.  However,  we  recognize  the  strong  opposition  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  the  proposal  to  allow  local  organizations  to  include  in 
their  local  plans  any  reservoirs  larger  than  5,000  acre-feet.  There¬ 
fore,  we  are  not  urging  the  adoption  of  such  an  amendment. 

The  position  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  insofar  as  we  can  under¬ 
stand  it,  is  that  all  reservoirs  larger  than  5,000  acre-feet  should  be 
constructed  by  a  Federal  agency  on  lands  bought  and  paid  for  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  that  such  reservoirs  should  thereafter  be 
operated  and  maintained  by  the  F ederal  Government.  We  oppose  this 
position  in  principle. 

We  believe  it  represents  a  clear-cut  conflict  between  the  rights  of 
local  organizations  or  the  States  to  manage  their  own  water  resources 
in  projects  initiated,  carried  out,  operated,  and  maintained  by  them 
with  Federal  assistance,  as  compared  with  projects  built,  operated,  and 
maintained  by  the  Federal  Government. 

We  believe  this  is  a  clear-cut  case  of  States’  rights  versus  Federal 
domination.  Nevertheless,  we  feel  that  the  other  principles  embodied 
in  the  amendments  proposed  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  are  so  important  that  we  would  not  want  to  press  the 
issue  of  reservoir  size.  We  would  like  to  see  the  issue  clearly  under¬ 
stood  by  the  committee,  however,  as  being  one  of  fundamental  prin¬ 
ciple  involving  the  rights  of  people  back  home  and  not,  as  has  been 
represented  by  some  interests,  just  a  bureaucratic  fight  between  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Our  National  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts  is  grateful 
to  you  gentlemen  and  the  Congress  for  the  thought  and  effort  you  are 
giving  to  these  proposed  amendments  to  improve  the  workability  of 
Public  Law  566.  This  law  is  proving  itself  to  be  for  all  the  people  and 
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of  all  the  people;  particularly  it  is  proving  to  be  the  greatest  possible 
stimulus  to  soil  and  water  conservation  as  we  have  known  it  for  some 
years  past  on  our  farms  and  ranches.  The  law  requires  this  work  on 
the  land  in  the  subwatershed  above  each  detention  reservoir  for  pres¬ 
ervation  and  long  life  of  the  investment  in  such  detention  reservoir. 
In  one  instance  in  northeastern  Kansas  where  a  watershed  project  is 
brewing,  hundreds  of  landowners  have  responded  to  the  proposed 
watershed  project  by  signing  up  for  conservation  work  on  their  land. 

Our  national  association  representing  millions  of  farms  and  ranches 
and  the  ownership  thereof  would  echo  the  words  of  a  great  American 
once  a  Member  of  your  Congress.  I  refer  to  the  words  of  Daniel 
Webster: 

Let  us  develop  the  resources  of  our  land,  call  forth  its  powers,  build  up  its 
institutions,  promote  all  its  great  interests,  and  see  whether  we  also,  in  our 
day  and  generation,  may  not  perform  something  worthy  to  be  remembered. 

We  ask  you  to  help  us  to  help  ourselves  to  “Develop  the  resources 
of  our  land  and  perform  something  worthy  to  be  remembered.” 

We  need  H.  It.  8750.  W e  urge  you  to  report  it  favorably  at  an  early 
date. 

I  thank  you. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Rittenoure.  Are  there 
questions? 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  observe — without 
detracting  from  the  excellence  of  some  of  the  previous  statements 
made  here — that  this  is  a  very  finely  prepared  statement. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Hruska.  It  is  logical,  and  it  is  very  understandable,  even 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  I  would  like  to  ask,  however,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  termination  date  to  which  you  refer,  in  view  of  the  belief 
which  you  express  there,  that  the  public  officials  of  water  districts  will 
wish  to  let  their  own  contracts,  would  there  be  any  harm  in  allowing 
that  termination  date  to  stay  there  ? 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  If  it  stays  there,  they  will  be  obliged  to  let  their 
own  contracts,  as  I  read  the  act.  And  I  think  they  are  going  to  any¬ 
how.  In  the  first  place,  I  don’t  believe  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
wants  the  job.  In  the  next  place,  you  realize  that  a  watershed  district,, 
under  the  laws  of  Nebraska,  or  the  laws  of  my  State,  in  Kansas — and 
I  helped  to  draw  the  original  act,  worked  months  on  that — that  law 
provides  for  a  municipal  organization,  very  much  as  a  school  district 
or  a  county  is  created.  And  when  we  elect  those  local  officials,  they 
are  not  going  to  pass  that  responsibility  over  to  anyone  else.  We  are 
going  to  have  the  taxing  power  to  support  these  improvements,  once 
made,  and  our  officials,  local  officials,  are  going  to  take  full  responsi¬ 
bility.  They  are  not  going  to  look  to  Washington  for  the  letting  of 
contracts. 

Remember  this,  if  you  please,  Senator.  They  are  dealing  more 
with  their  own  pocketbooks  than  they  are  with  Uncle  Sam’s.  I  have 
heard  a  great  deal  here  today  that  would  indicate  lack  of  realization 
or  appreciation  of  that  fact.  For  instance,  here  is  a  little  district  of 
16,000  acres  being  organized  in  my  own  county  of  Sedgwick,  and  they 
will  be  spending  more  money  in  that  one  small  district  probably  than 
Uncle  Sam  will  contribute.  Well,  those  dollars  that  they  spend  of 
their  own,  which  they  will  borrow,  of  course,  by  a  bond  issue,  are  very 
precious  to  them.  They  are  thrifty  farmers.  They  are  having  a  hard 
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time  getting  along.  Bnt  they  see  the  need  of  this.  And  so  they  are 
going  to  want  to  let  the  contract  themselves  and  be  very  sure  that  they 
get  their  money’s  worth. 

Senator  Hruska.  Well,  now,  in  view  of  that,  that  is  the  reason  I 
asked  the  question — because  of  the  objection  in  your  statement  to 
domination  of  the  Federal  authority  here,  and  the  fact  that  the  reten¬ 
tion  of  that  terminal  date  will  insure  that  the  Federal  Government 
will  not  get  into  the  construction  field.  Now,  then,  it  seems  to  me  that 
retention  of  that  terminal  date  would  accomplish  the  very  thing  of 
which  you  speak  so  apprehensively. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  1  have  read  it  and  reread  it.  Let’s  see —  did  I 
speak  of  it  apprehensively  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  You  said  it  was  immaterial,  as  I  recall  it.  Rather 
than  being  immaterial,  the  Senator  wants  to  know  if  you  don’t  think 
it  would  be  wise  to  keep  it. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Deletion  or  nondeletion.  That  would  certainly 
insure,  wouldn't  it  ? 

Senator  Hruska.  Yes. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  That  would  be  all  right  with  me. 

Senator  Hruska.  That  the  nondeletion  will  insure  that  the  Federal 
Government  will  not  get  into  the  construction  of  these  projects.  Ap¬ 
parently  it  is  that  to  which  you  refer  apprehensively — the  Federal 
domination. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Deletion  or  nondeletion  is  of  no  apparent  import¬ 
ance.  Bnt  whether  you  leave  it  there  or  do  not  leave  it  there,  I  would 
say  that  100  times  out  of  100,  the  watershed  districts  over  the  country 
are  going  to  let  their  own  contracts. 

Senator  Hruska.  I  agree  with  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  They  are  spending  their  own  money,  and  they  are 
going  to  see  they  get  their  money’s  worth. 

Senator  Hruska.  I  agree  with  you.  That  is  a  solid  concept,  Mr. 
Rittenoure.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Rittenoure. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Harral  Allen,  Oklahoma  Association  of  Soil 
Conservation  Districts.  I  want  to  say  for  the  record  that  this  gentle¬ 
man  comes  from  very  near  to  the  place  where  I  was  born,  and  naturally 
I  anticipate  a  feeling  of  a  good  deal  of  harmony  between  me  and  him, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  has  to  be  a  similarity  in  creatures  born 
on  and  sustained  from  the  same  soil  and  products  throughout  their 
growing  years. 

All  right,  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  hope  that  will  not  mitigate  against  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HARRAL  ALLEN  ON  BEHALF  OF  OKLAHOMA  ASSO¬ 
CIATION  OF  SOIL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS 

Mr.  Allen.  We  consider  it  an  asset. 

My  name  is  Harral  Allen.  I  am  a  farmer  from  Ada,  Okla.  My 
farm  is  in  the  watershed  of  Sandy  Creek,  west  of  Ada.  A  water¬ 
shed  protection  plan  for  this  stream  is  being  prepared  under  Public 
Law  566  at  this  time.  As  head  of  the  conservation  district,  which 
is  the  State  subdivision  empowered  by  Oklahoma  law  to  deal  with 
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Federal  agencies  on  matters  having  to  do  with  conservation  of  soil 
and  water,  I  know  some  of  the  problems  that  face  local  people  now 
initiating  Upstream  flood-prevention  programs.  In  addition,  as  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  State  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts,  I  am 
familiar  with  the  other  watershed  associations’  problems  in  our  State. 

As  you  well  know,  there  are  three  distinct  upstream  programs  now 
working  through  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Those  initiated 
on  11  watersheds  under  the  1944  Flood  Control  Act,  such  as  the  Wa¬ 
shita  River  in  Oklahoma,  the  Pilot  Creek  projects,  as  exemplified  by 
Double  Creek  in  northeast  Oklahoma,  and  those  now  being  planned, 
under  Public  Law  566  such  as  our  own  project  on  Sandy  Creek  in  my 
home  county. 

Legislation  being  considered  by  this  committee  should  aim  toward 
a  simplification  of  our  upstream  flood  prevention  program  so  that  we 
may  have  1  program  rather  than  3.  And  I  might  insert  there  we  would 
like  to  have  it  conform  with  the  provisions  of  those  laws  which  set  up 
the  watershed  program  in  1936,  1944,  and  1946. 

Those  of  us  who  are  familiar  with  the  11  watersheds  program 
have  found  this  a  very  satisfactory  one.  The  people  of  our  Washita 
River  are  well  pleased  with  the  way  it  has  functioned  and  are  carrying 
their  51  percent  of  the  total  cost  cheerfully.  The  same  can  be  said 
of  the  Double  Creek  project  in  northeast  Oklahoma  as  it  corresponds 
closely  to  the  Washita  plan. 

We  do  not  have  the  same  situation  with  those  projects  being 
initiated  under  Public  Law  566.  Our  people  feel  they  have  done  their 
share  in  putting  land  treatment  measures  on  the  land,  providing  ease¬ 
ments  and  rights-of-way,  rerouting  highways,  roads,  railroads,  pipe¬ 
lines  and  other  utilities,  contracting  to  operate  and  maintain  struc¬ 
tures  and  land  treatment  measures  and  agreeing  to  pay  all  costs  in¬ 
volved  in  letting  contracts  for  the  building  of  structural  measures. 
Percentagewise,  this  amounts  to  more  than  50  percent  of  the  total 
cost  when  consideration  is  given  to  conservation  measures  now  in 
place.  In  addition  to  this  under  Public  Law  566  we  are  asked  to 
pay  part  of  the  construction  costs,  meaning  the  construction  costs 
of  flood-prevention  structures. 

The  rights  of  these  so-called  indentifiable  beneficiaries  of  the  upper 
reaches  of  our  smaller  watersheds  are  just  as  strong  as  those  of  the 
many  thousands  downstream  who  are  benefited  from  these  works  of 
improvement.  It  is  the  feeling  of  the  individual  cooperators  and  the 
86  boards  of  district  supervisors  who  compose  the  80,000  membership 
of  our  Oklahoma  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts  that  this 
sharing  of  cost  of  structures  as  contained  in  Public  Law  566  is  unfair, 
inequitable,  and  totally  Unworkable  and  should  be  stricken  from  this 
law.  Flood-prevention  costs  are  an  obligation  of  all  the  people.  To 
our  knowledge,  the  Poage  bill,  II.  R.  8750,  and  the  Clements  bill, 
S.  3023,  contain  this  provision.  Our  State  association,  80,000  strong, 
sincerely,  and  respectfully  ask  the  favorable  action  of  this  committee 
to  that  end. 

Again,  going  back  to  Public  Law  566,  we  find  a  provision  contained 
there  that  is  not  found  in  the  11  Watersheds  Act  and  the  Pilot  Creek 
Act  in  that  size  of  structures  which  may  be  built  by  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  this  upstream  flood-prevention  pro¬ 
gram  may  not  exceed  5,000  acre- feet  in  size.  Experience  on  the  Wa¬ 
shita  River  watershed  in  Oklahoma  has  shown  us  that  in  order  to 
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secure  the  desired  control  of  excess  water  there  are  cases  where  we 
must  exceed  5,000  acre-feet  of  storage  capacity.  We  urge  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  this  feature  from  Public  Law  5G6  as  provided  for  in  the 
Clements  bill,  S.  3023. 

A  provision  of  the  Poage  bill  which  we  like  very  much  is  that  of 
permitting  municipalities  and/or  irrigation  districts  to  add  additional 
storage  on  any  suitable  site  of  a  flood-prevention  structure  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  water  storage  for  municipal  or  irrigation  use,, 
provided  this  additional  storage  is  paid  for  by  the  local  people.  Our 
reasoning  on  this  is  that  there  are  a  limited  number  of  good  dam  sites 
in  the  United  States.  We  believe  that  each  of  them  should  be  utilized 
to  the  maximum  of  their  potential.  Also,  we  know  that  there  are 
many  thousands  of  smaller  communities  and  probably  an  equal  num¬ 
ber  of  farm  groups  interested  in  irrigation  who  should  be  permitted  to 
utilize  waters  which  may  be  impounded  close  at  hand.  This  sug¬ 
gested  change  in  Public  Law  566  will  cause  it  to  conform  with  the 
11  Watersheds  Act  in  that  municipal  and  irrigation  water  storage  is 
permissible  under  this  previous  legislation. 

The  features  of  the  bills  you  are  considering  which  have  to  do  with 
the  shortening  of  time  from  planning  to  implementation  are  good. 
Any  time  saved  will  speed  up  the  program. 

In  the  planning  of  Sandy  Creek  watershed  we  have  followed  the 
policy  of  crossing  each  bridge  as  we  came  to  it.  However,  we  have 
taken  a  look  down  the  road  ahead.  The  most  dreaded  obstacle  we  can 
see  deals  with  getting  quantities  of  money  to  take  care  of  local  costs 
that  will  remain  even  with  the  passage  of  legislation  being  considered 
here.  Our  solution  to  the  money  problem  in  Oklahoma  is  to  go  the 
bondj/oute.  You  all  know  how  rough  the  bond  market  is  today  on 
municipals,  school-building  issues,  toll  roads  and  like  paper.  We 
wonder  what  will  happen  when  we  are  required  to  offer  our  con¬ 
servancy  district  bonds  for  sale.  As  there  will  be  no  experience  rat¬ 
ings  behind  them,  we  have  no  way  of  knowing  what  rate  of  interest 
will  be  required  to  get  them  marketed.  The  Clements  bill,  S.  3023 
and  the  Poage  bill,  H.  R.  8750  both  carry  a  provision  which  will 
permit  us  to  obtain  funds  by  loan  and  not  have  to  face  the  bond 
market.  This  provision  will  greatly  speed  our  smaller  watersheds 
protection  program.  The  Oklahoma  Association  of  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Districts  ask  that  I  urge  your  approval  of  this  provision. 

Our  smaller  watersheds  protection  program  is  the  best  tool  that  we 
in  soil  conservation  districts  have  available  to  us  to  get  conservation 
on  the  land.  Those  of  us  close  to  the  dirt  know  that  our  program  is 
moving  too  slowly.  It  is  true  that  90  percent  of  the  land  of  our  Nation 
is  encompassed  in  our  soil -conservation-district  program.  Much  good 
work  is  being  done  to  conserve  our  soil  and  water  resources.  But 
when  you  take  an  inventory,  you  will  find  that  we  are  losing  twice  as 
much  soil  each  day  from  our  national  soil  resources  as  our  concerted 
efforts  are  able  to  anchor  in  place.  This  situation,  gentlemen,  to  my 
mind,  is  the  greatest  threat  to  the  continued  existence  of  civilization 
within  the  borders  of  our  country. 

Discounting  all  of  the  many  benefits  to  be  derived  from  our  up¬ 
stream  flood-prevention  program,  except  that  of  conserving  our  soil 
and  water,  and  charging  the  entire  cost  of  treating  every  watershed 
in  the  United  States  totally  to  soil  and  water  conservation,  the  smaller 
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watersheds  protection  program  will  be  the  best  investment  in  national 
resources  this  Nation  has  ever  made. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Allen.  You  heard  the  statement  a 
little  while  ago  of  Mr.  Parish. 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  heard  his  recommendation  of  amendments  with 
reference  to  the  protection  of  water  rights  with  prior  legal  establish¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes,  sir,  I  heard  that  statement. 

Senator  Kerr.  What  is  your  reaction  to  that  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Well,  in  the  first  place,  as  I  understand  it,  Public  Law 
566  carries  a  provision  that  all  of  these  flood-prevention  programs 
must  first  of  all  meet  local  State  laws  before  they  can  even  be  insti¬ 
tuted.  Second,  I  consider  that  he  is  seeing  a  bugaboo  that  does  not 
even  exist,  when  he  mentions  the  fact  that  he  is  fearful  of  reduction 
of  flow. 

I  am  not  an  engineer,  Senator,  as  you  well  know.  I  know  only 
what  I  see.  But  we  can  go  to  the  project  we  have  on  the  Washita 
River,  Sandstone  Creek,  in  Oklahoma.  Sandstone  Creek,  before  re¬ 
ceiving  upstream  flood  prevention  in  the  Washita  program,  was  what 
we  call  a  dry  wash.  It  flowed  about  90  days  a  year,  and  then  only 
when  we  had  heavy  rainfall.  The  program  has  been  in  place  over 
there,  it  seems  to  me  like  about  3  years.  The  record  will  speak  for 
itself  as  to  time.  But  at  this  moment,  or  rather  at  the  last  gaging  that 
was  made  by  the  USGC  on  waterflow,  that  stream  is  flowing  2,400,000 
gallons  of  water,  and  at  the  time  of  this  gaging  there  had  been  no 
rain  on  the  stream  from  October  until  late  December  or  early  Jan¬ 
uary.  It  was  right  at  the  turn  of  the  year  when  the  measure  was 
made.  That  is  the  changing  of  a  dry  wash  into  what  we  call  a  per¬ 
petual  stream.  At  this  time  the  stream  has  been  flowing  in  excess  of 
600  days  without  stopping.  And  consider  that  we  have  been  through 
the  heaviest  drought  that  we  have  had  in  many  years. 

I  believe  that  those  people  in  west  Texas,  on  the  Rio  Grande,  should 
be  boosting  for  the  program  to  increase  their  water  supply,  rather  than 
opposing  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Allen.  Are  there  any 
questions,  Senator? 

Senator  Hruska.  No  questions. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  David  Fudge  of  the  Oklahoma  Municipal 
League.  I  think  that  means  the  Oklahoma  Incorporated  Citizen 
Towns,  does  it  not,  Mr.  Fudge? 

Mr.  Fudge.  It  is  the  Oklahoma  Municipal  League,  which  is  the 
same  thing. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  good.  Another  distinguished  Oklahoman 
that  I  am  happy  to  have  before  us  here. 

STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  PUDGE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  OKLAHOMA 

MUNICIPAL  LEAGUE 

Mr.  Fudge.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  brief  state¬ 
ments  from  this  statement,  and  file  it  with  the  committee  for  reference. 

My  name  is  David  Fudge  of  Oklahoma  City.  I  am  the  executive 
director  of  the  Oklahoma  Municipal  League,  our  State’s  association 
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of  city  and  town  governments,  ranging  in  size  from  the  largest  to 
the  smallest.  I  appear  here  in  behalf  of  H.  It.  8750  which  has  for  its 
purpose  the  amendment  of  certain  provisions  of  Public  Law  566,  the 
so-called  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

As  we  see  it,  H.  It.  8750  seeks  to  make  the  following  changes  within 
the  general  area  of  the  present  Public  Law  566. 

(1)  It  would  broaden  the  scope  of  the  act  to  all  the  aspects  of  con¬ 
servation  and  development  of  water  rather  than  to  those  of  agriculture 
alone.  Thus,  where  a  municipal  water  supply  was  an  integral  part  of 
a  watershed  program,  its  development  could  be  carried  out  in  an  over¬ 
all  plan.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  assist  local  organiza¬ 
tions  in  carrying  out  multiple-purpose  programs  including  not  only 
irrigation,  drainage  and  flood  prevention  and  so  on,  but  such  other 
beneficial  uses  as  municipal  and  industrial  supplies,  recreation,  fish 
and  wildlife  improvement,  pollution  abatement  by  streamflow  regula¬ 
tions,  and  so  on  for  total  water  use. 

(2)  H.  R.  8750  would  permit  the  construction  of  dams  and  reservoirs 
of  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  total  capacity,  provided  that  the  excess 
over  5,000  acre-feet  was  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention,  flood 
control,  and  the  cost  of  construction  of  the  excess  was  borne  entirely 
by  the  local  organization. 

(3)  The  proposal  would  amend  Public  Law  566  so  that  local  or¬ 
ganizations  would  not  be  required  to  pay  construction  costs  applicable 
to  flood  prevention — flood  control — but  would  require  them  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  other  costs  according  to  the  benefits  obtained.  This  substan¬ 
tially  equalizes  the  cost  sharing  in  Public  Law  566  with  that  provided 
in  the  Flood  Control  Acts,  Reclamation  Acts,  and  similar  legislation. 

(4)  H.  R.  8750  would  eliminate  delay  in  the  handling  of  small 
projects  involving  Federal  contributions  of  less  than  $250,000  by  pro¬ 
viding  that  they  need  not  be  separately  submitted  to  the  Congress 
through  the  President. 

(5)  Long-term  loans  at  the  Federal-paid  rate  of  interest  could  be 
made  to  local  organizations. 

(6)  The  amendment  extends  Public  Law  566  to  the  Territories, 
to  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

In  Oklahoma,  water  is  definitely  our  most  important  problem.  We 
are  a  young  and  growing  State  where  water  consumption  is  growing 
by  leaps  and  bounds.  We  are  fortunate  in  having  the  fine  work  and 
excellent  cooperation  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  Reclamation 
Service  in  all  their  endeavors  to  help  us  solve  our  water  problems. 

It  should  not  be  inferred  that  our  support  of  H.  R.  8750  detracts 
from  or  diminishes  in  any  way  our  complete  support  of  the  Army  and 
reclamation  programs.  However,  we  have  some  situations  where 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  through  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice,  is  considered  by  our  municipalities  to  be  the  logical  and  proper 
agency  for  certain  joint  undertakings  with  them. 

There  are  a  number  of  areas  in  Oklahoma  where  flood  control,  con¬ 
servation,  and  municipal  supply  are  integral  parts  of  the  same  prob¬ 
lem,  but  where  reservoirs,  for  all  purposes,  exceed  the  5,000  acre-feet 
limitation.  Some  of  these  I  am  advised  by  the  engineers  for  munici¬ 
palities  run  up  as  high  as  about  56,000  acre-feet,  total  capacity. 

Ada,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  our  finest  communities,  is  dependent 
always  upon  the  waters  of  Byrd’s  Mill  Springs,  one  of  the  best  sources 
of  fine  water  in  east-central  Oklahoma.  The  flow  from  those  springs 
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ran  consistently  from  a  summer  low  of  about  7  million  gallons  a  clay 
to  a  maximum  of  about  18  million  gallons.  But,  Mr.  Chairman, 
they  are  running  today  at  about  4  million  gallons  a  day.  The  need  in 
the  Ada  situation  is  for  about  40,000  acre-feet  of  municipal  storage. 
A  conservancy  district  has  been  formed  in  the  Ada  area,  and  consid¬ 
erable  savings,  both  to  the  district  and  to  the  city  of  Ada,  could  be 
effected  if  Ada  and  the  SCS  could  join  hands. 

I  am  advised  that  similar  benetits  in  economy  could  be  made  for 
areas  which  include  Guthrie,  Shawnee,  Walters,  Waurika,  Grand- 
field,  Altus,  Chickasha,  Wewoka,  and  Seminole.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  the  details  of  all  these  projects.  However,  we  have  here  other 
individuals  from  Oklahoma  who  are  informed. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity,  gentlemen  of  the  committee, 
to  say  that  in  our  opinion  the  people  of  our  Nation  have  been  rendered 
a  great  service  by  this  subcommittee  in  this  session  in  its  fine  work  on 
the  Interstate  Highway  Act.  What  we  seek  here  today  is  small  in 
comparison  to  that.  But  I  am  happy  that  we  are  able  to  present  it 
to  the  committee  which  has  so  vividly  demonstrated  its  ability. 

On  the  part  of  the  municipalities  of  Oklahoma,  I  ask  that  you  give 
favorable  consideration  to  H.  R.  8750  as  it  was  passed  by  the  House. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Fudge.  Are  there  any 
questions  ? 

Senator  Hruska.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  for  your  very  valuable  contribution  to 
this  hearing. 

(The  complete  statement  of  Mr.  Fudge  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  David  Fudge,  Executive  Director,  Oklahoma  Municipal  League 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  David  Fudge,  of 
Oklahoma  City,  Okla.  I  am  the  executive  director  of  the  Oklahoma  Municipal 
League,  our  State’s  association  of  city  and  town  governments,  ranging  in  size 
from  the  largest  to  the  smallest. 

I  appear  here  today  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  8750,  which  has  for  its  purpose  the 
amendment  of  certain  provisions  of  Fublic  Law  566,  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

As  you  know,  Public  Law  566  is  restricted  to  the  agricultural  phases  of  con¬ 
servation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water.  Its  operation  is 
limited  to  watersheds  and  subwatersheds  not  exceeding  250,000  acres  in  area, 
and  to  water  retaining  structures  not  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity. 

Public  Law  566  requires  approval  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate,  and  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  in  all  cases  where  an  appropriation  of  funds 
is  to  be  made  for  improvements  which  include  a  structure  of  more  than  2,500 
acre-feet  of  total  capacity. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  prohibited,  under  Public  Law  566,  from  par¬ 
ticipating  in  any  other  than  flood  prevention  (flood  control)  costs,  in  structures 
containing  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  total  capacity. 

As  we  understand  it.  the  purpose  of  H.  R.  8750  is  not  to  change  the  basic  prin¬ 
ciple  of  Public  Law  566  that  the  planning  and  execution  of  the  programs  it 
authorizes  is  the  joint  responsibility  of  private  persons  and  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  government.  Nor  does  it  seek  to  renounce  the  policy  of  dividing  costs 
of  projects  among  the  participants. 

As  we  see  it,  H.  R.  8750  seeks  to  make  the  following  changes  within  the  gen¬ 
eral  area  of  the  present  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act: 

(1)  It  would  broaden  the  scope  of  the  act  to  all  aspects  of  the  conservation, 
development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water,  rather  than  to  those  of  agricul¬ 
ture  alone.  Thus,  where  a  municipal  water  supply  was  an  integral  part  of  a 
watershed  program,  its  development  could  be  carried  out  in  an  overall  plan.  The 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  could  assist  local  organizations  in  carrying  out  multiple- 
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purpose  programs  including  not  only  irrigation,  drainage,  and  flood  prevention, 
but  such  other  beneficial  purposes  as  municipal  and  industrial  supplies,  recre¬ 
ation,  fish  and  wildlife  improvement,  pollution  abatement  by  streamflow  regu¬ 
lations,  and  so  on  for  total  water  use. 

(2)  H.  It.  8750  could  permit  the  construction  of  dams  and  reservoirs  of  more 
than  5,000  acre-feet  total  capacity,  provided  that  the  excess  over  5,000  acre- 
feet  was  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  (flood  control),  and  the  cost 
of  construction  of  the  excess  was  borne  entirely  by  the  local  organization. 

(3)  The  proposal  would  amend  Public  Law  566  so  that  local  organizations 
would  not  be  required  to  pay  construction  costs  applicable  to  flood  prevention, 
but  would  require  them  to  participate  in  other  costs  according  to  the  benefits 
obtained.  This  substantially  equalizes  cost  sharing  in  Public  Law  566  with 
that  provided  in  the  flood  control  acts,  reclamation  acts,  and  similar  legislation. 

(4)  H.  It.  8750  would  eliminate  delay  in  the  handling  of  small  projects  in¬ 
volving  Federal  contributions  of  less  than  $250,000  by  providing  that  they  need 
not  be  separately  submitted  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 

(5)  Long-term  loans  at  the  Federal-paid  rate  of  interest  could  be  made  to 
local  organizations. 

(6)  The  amendment  extends  Public  Law  566  to  the  Territories,  to  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

In  Oklahoma  water  is  our  most  important  problem.  We  are  a  young  and  grow¬ 
ing  State  whose  consumption  is  growing  by  leaps  and  bounds.  We  are  fortu¬ 
nate  in  having  the  fine  work  and  excellent  cooperation  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  Reclamation  Service  in  all  their  endeavors  to  help  us  solve  our  water 
problems. 

However,  we  have  some  situations  where  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
through  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  is  considered  by  the  municipalities,  to 
be  the  logical  and  proper  agency  for  joint  undertakings  with  municipalities.  It 
should  not  be  inferred  that  our  support  of  II.  R.  8750  detracts  from  or  diminishes 
in  any  way  our  complete  support  of  the  Army  and  Reclamation  programs. 

There  are  a  number  of  areas  in  Oklahoma  where  flood  control,  conservation, 
and  municipal  water  supply  are  integral  parts  of  the  same  problem,  but  where 
reservoirs  for  all  purposes  exceed  the  present  5,000  acre-feet  limitation.  Some 
of  these,  I  am  advised  by  engineers  for  the  municipalities,  would  run  to  about 
56,000  acre-feet  total  capacity. 

Ada,  one  of  our  finest  communities,  has  always  depended  upon  the  waters 
of  Byrd’s  Mill  Springs,  one  of  the  best  sources  of  good  water  in  east-central 
Oklahoma.  The  flow  from  these  springs  ran  from  a  summer  low  of  7,000,000 
gallons  per  day  to  a  maximum  of  18,000,000  gallons.  Their  present  yield  is 
4,000,000  gallons.  The  need  is  far  40,000  acre  feet  of  municipal  storage.  A 
conservancy  district  is  now  being  formed  in  the  Ada  area,  and  considerable 
savings  to  both  could  be  effected  if  Ada  and  the  SOS  could  join  hands. 

I  am  advised  that  similar  benefits  and  economies  could  be  made  for  areas 
which  include  Guthrie,  Shawnee,  Walters,  Waurika,  Grandfield,  Altus,  Chick- 
aslia,  Wewoka  and  Seminole.  I  am  not  familiar  with  all  the  details  of  these 
projects.  However,  we  have  here  other  individuals  from  Oklahoma  who  are 
familiar  with  them. 

In  closing,  I  cannot  overlook  this  opportunity  to  say  that  this  subcommittee, 
this  year,  has  in  my  opinion  rendered  to  the  people  of  the  Nation  the  greatest 
services  of  all  its  history,  in  its  work  on  the  Interstate  Highway  Act. 

What  we  seek  here  today  is  very  small  in  comparison,  but  I  am  happy  we  are 
able  to  present  it  to  a  committee  which  has  so  vividly  demonstrated  its  vast  abil¬ 
ity.  On  the  part  of  the  municipalities  of  Oklahoma,  I  ask  that  you  give  favorable 
consideration  to  H.  R.  8750  as  it  was  passed  by  the  House. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  C.  O.  Abercrombie,  from  one  of  Oklahoma’s 
great  organizations,  the  Oklahoma  Farmers’  Union. 

STATEMENT  OF  C.  0.  ABERCROMBIE,  OKLAHOMA  FARMERS’  UNION 

Mr.  Abercrombie.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  that  my 
paper  perhaps  takes  up  the  support  of  Public  Law  8750  in  a  different 
light,  but  I  believe  it  should  be  expressed  here  so  that  this  group  will 
have  a  better  understanding  of  the  other  benefits  of  its  offering. 
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It  is  a  pleasure  to  have  an  opportunity  to  present  testimony  that 
I  feel  certain  might  add  to  your  knowledge  of  our  needs  for  this 
great  country.  Soil  and  water  conservation  are  terms  that  should 
be  recognized  by  each  of  you  as  being  synonymous  with  the  words 
preservation  or  conservation  of  our  national  prosperity.  In  a  large 
sense,  a  Nation  writes  its  record  on  the  land,  and  a  civilization 
records  its  history  on  the  land.  A  record  that  is  easy  to  read  by  those 
who  understand  the  simple  language  of  the  land.  Let  us  look  at 
some  of  the  records  that  have  been  written  on  the  land. 

In  the  westward  course  of  civilization,  from  the  Holy  Lands  of 
the  Near  East  to  the  Pacific  coast  of  our  own  continent,  failures  are 
more  numerous  than  successes.  These  facts  are  told  by  the  ruins  and 
wrecks  of  works  along  the  amazing  trail  that  agriculture  has  led 
throughout  the  past  7,000  years. 

From  these  failures  and  successes  we  may  learn  much  that  might 
profit  and  benefit  this  young  county  of  ours,  these  United  States.  We 
are  a  young  country,  having  set  up  housekeeping  just  a  short  300 
years  ago.  Our  history  is  told  and  will  be  told  by  agriculture. 

Agriculture  itself  has  been  traced  through  the  last  7,000  years  and 
tells  the  story  and  history  of  each  country.  Even  today  the  world 
is  made  dangerous  by  the  desperation  of  peoples  suffering  from  priva¬ 
tions  and  fear  of  privations,  brought  about  by  restrictions  on  the 
exchange  of  goods  and  necessary  things  of  Mother  Earth.  Raw 
materials  for  modern  industry  are  localized  here  and  there  over  the 
globe.  They  are  not  equally  available  to  national  groups  of  peoples 
who  have  learned  to  make  and  use  machines.  Wants  and  needs  of 
food  and  raw  materials  have  been  growing  up  unevenly,  bringing 
on  stresses  and  strains  in  international  relations.  These  are  seized 
upon  by  ambitious  people  and  leaders  seeking  to  control  by  force 
the  sources  of  such  food  and  raw  materials. 

Lasting  solutions  to  these  problems  will  come  in  another  way — a 
way  far  different  from  strife  and  struggles.  The  just  relations  of 
peoples  to  the  earth  rest  not  on  exploitations,  but  rather  on  conserva¬ 
tion,  conservation  and  restoration  of  the  productive  powers  of  the 
land  and  on  access  to  food  and  raw  materials.  If  our  civilization  is 
to  avoid  a  long  decline  like  the  one  that  has  blighted  north  Africa  and 
the  Near  East  for  the  last  13  centuries,  society  must  be  born  again 
out  of  an  economy  of  exploitation  and  into  an  economy  of  conserva¬ 
tion.  It  was  not  until  tillers  of  the  soil  grew  more  food  than  they 
themselves  required  were  there  sufficient  of  their  people  released  to  do 
tasks  other  than  the  growing  of  food,  that  is,  to  take  part  in  division 
of  labor  that  became  more  complex  with  the  advance  of  civilization. 

The  genius  of  the  American  people  has  given  us  more  than  any 
other  nation  ever  possessed.  They  comprise  our  American  standard 
of  living.  Food  comes  from  the  earth.  The  land  with  its  waters  gives 
us  nourishment.  The  partnership  of  the  land  and  the  farmer  is  the 
rock  foundation  of  our  complex  social  structure,  and  it  is  to  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  interest  to  preserve  the  soil  so  that  this  partnership  will  never  be 
broken. 

In  1938,  in  interest  of  permanent  agriculture  and  the  conservation 
of  our  land  resources,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  took  its  first 
steps  toward  soil  and  water  conservation  with  the  formation  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service.  But  agriculture  had  its  beginning  at  least 
7,000  years  before,  and  developed  first  in  two  great  centers,  the  fertile 
alluvial  plains  of  the  Mesopotamia  and  the  Valley  of  the  Nile. 
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Mesopotamia  failed  because  of  the  failure  of  their  irrigation  canals, 
because  of  silt.  Agriculture  was  practiced  in  a  dry  climate  by  canal 
irrigation  with  muddy  water  from  the  Tigres  and  Euphrates  Rivers, 
rivers  which  had  their  headwaters  in  exploited  lands.  These  muddy 
waters  were  the  undoing  of  empire  after  empire,  for  11  empires  rose 
and  fell  in  this  tragic  land  during  the  last  7,000  years.  Digging  silt 
from  the  canals  was  a  “must”  but  was  interrupted  from  time  to  time 
by  internal  revolutions,  and  by  foreign  invaders,  and  each  time  these 
empires  were  brought  face  to  face  with  disaster  as  the  canals  choked 
with  silt. 

Stoppage  of  the  canals  by  silt  depopulated  villages  and  cities  more 
effectively  than  the  slaughter  of  the  people  by  an  invading  army.  A 
similar  fate  met  the  residents  of  the  Nile  Valley  in  Egypt.  You  are 
acquainted  with  the  story  of  how  Moses  having  led  the  Israelites 
through  40  years  of  wandering  in  the  wilderness  stook  on  the  mount 
and  looked  across  the  Jordan  Valley  into  the  Promised  Land.  He 
described  this  to  his  followers  in  words  like  these: 

For  the  Lord  thy  God  bringeth  thee  into  a  good  land,  a  land  of  brooks,  or 
water,  of  fountains  and  depths  that  spring  out  of  the  valleys  and  hills ;  a  land 
of  wheat  and  barley  and  vines  and  fig  trees  and  pomegranate,  a  land  of  olive 
oil  and  honey ;  a  land  wherein  thou  shalt  eat  bread  without  scarceness ;  thou 
shalt  not  lack  anything  in  it;  a  land  whose  stones  are  iron,  and  out  of  whose 
hills  they  mayest  dig  brass. 

The  Bible  and  history  point  out  definitely  that  the  Jordan  Valley 
was  just  as  it  was  written.  But  today  the  Jordan  River  is  a  muddy 
and  disappointing  stream.  The  soils  of  reel  earth  have  washed  off  the 
slopes  to  bedrock  on  more  than  half  of  the  upland  area.  These  soils 
are  lodged  in  the  valleys  and  are  still  being  cultivated  and  are  still 
being  eroded  by  great  gullies  cut  through  the  alluvian  with  every 
heavy  rain.  Only  dregs  of  land  are  left  behind  in  the  narrow  valley 
floors,  still  cultivated  to  meager  crops.  The  soil  left  can  support  but 
a  very  tiny  portion  of  the  population  that  it.  once  supported. 

The  land  that  Moses  described  to  the  Israelites  as  flowing  with  milk 
and  honey  stands  today  a  wretched  area  offering  little  to  modern 
civilization. 

The  graphic  story  of  Jordan  Valley  was  written  on  the  land.  Capt. 
P.  L.  O.  Guy,  director  of  the  British  School  of  Archeology,  made  a 
study  of  the  highland  area  of  Judea,  and  all  of  the  abandoned  vil¬ 
lage  sites  found  in  the  drainage  area  of  Wadi  Musrara  River  which 
were  occupied  1,500  years  ago.  Since  that  time  they  have  been  de¬ 
populated  and  abandoned  in  greater  numbers  on  the  upper  slope. 
Captain  Guy  divided  the  drainage  of  Musrara  into  three  altitude 
zones.  On  the  plain,  34  sites  were  occupied  and  4  abandoned ;  in  the 
foothills,  31  occupied  and  65  abandoned;  and  in  the  mountains,  37 
occupied  and  124  abandoned.  In  other  words,  villages  have  been  thus 
abandoned  in  the  3  zones  by  percentages  in  the  above  order  of  the  11, 
67,  and  77  percent,  which  agrees  well  with  the  removal  of  the  soil. 
In  all  of  the  old  civilizations,  if  the  soils  had  remained,  even  though 
the  cities  were  destroyed  and  the  population  dispersed,  the  area  might 
be  repopulated  again  and  the  cities  rebuilt. 

Now  that  the  soils  are  gone,  all  is  gone.  Few  people  really  realize 
that  most  of  the  desert  areas  in  the  Middle  East  are  manmade  deserts. 
For  when  all  the  measures  for  conserving  soil  and  water  that  have  been 
built  up  through  the  centuries  were  allowed  to  fall  into  disuse  and 
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ruin,  erosion  was  unleashed  to  do  its  deadly  work  in  making  the  deserts 
our  tourists  'see  today. 

In  China,  the  YellowRiver,  known  as  China’s  Sorrow,  in  their  own 
history  books,  has  been  their  sorrow  throughout  the  years  simply  due 
to  conservation  practices  they  didn’t  know  about.  For  high  in  the 
headwaters  in  the  Province  of  Shansi,  the  line  of  cultivation  was 
pushing  up  slopes  following  the  clearing  of  the  forests.  Soil  that 
should  have  been  protected  by  a  forest  mantle  was  exposed  to  summer 
rains  and  soil  erosion  is  in  the  headlong  process  of  destroying  land  and 
filling  the  Yellow  River  with  soil  waste  and  debris  bringing  grief  to 
the  millions  in  the  alluvial  plan  below,  where  the  fall  was  1  foot  per 
mile.  The  slowing  waters  made  their  deposit  of  silt  filling  up  the 
river  bed,  making  it  more  necessary  to  build  the  levees  higher  until 
those  fateful  dates  recorded  in  history  when  the  Yellow  River  broke 
over  these  manmade  dikes,  costing  thousands  of  lives  and  millions  in 
property  damage. 

The  tiller  of  the  soil  is  not  the  only  one  guilty  of  allowing  the  forces 
of  erosion  to  be  unleashed.  Careless  grazing  of  the  hills  easily  loosens 
this  terrible  force.  The  landscape  changes  rapidly  as  the  soil  mantle 
is  washed  off  the  upper  slopes  to  bedrock.  Accelerated  runoff  from 
the  bared  soil  and  rock  cuts  gullies  in  the  upper  edge  of  the  soil  mantle, 
working  it  downhill  as  if  a  great  rug  was  being  pulled  off  the  hills. 
The  accumulation  of  torrential  flows  during  winter  storms  cuts  great 
gullies  through  the  alluvial  plains.  The  effect  of  this  is  to  lower  the 
water  table,  bringing  about  the  effects  of  desiccation  without  reduction 
in  rainfall;  and  that  probably  is  the  trouble  with  the  Rio  Grande 
Valley  today. 

This  country  has  been  damaged  seriously  in  this  manner,  and  its 
capacity  to  support  its  population  much  reduced.  Unleashed  and  un¬ 
controlled  soil  erosion  is  sufficient  to  undermine  a  civilization  as  it  has 
done  many  times.  Cetrainly  we  people  here  in  the  United  States  have 
advanced  far  enough  in  our  civilization  that  we  should  recognize 
these  potentials  and  ward  them  off.  North  America,  as  the  first  colon¬ 
ist  entered  it,  was  a  vast  area  of  good  land,  more  bountiful  in  raw  ma¬ 
terials  than  ever  was  vouchsafed  any  people.  Its  soils  were  fat  with 
accumulated  fertilities  of  the  ages.  Its  mountains  were  full  of  min¬ 
erals  and  forests,  its  clear  rivers  were  teeming  with  fish.  All  these 
were  abundant  soil  productivity,  raw  materials,  and  power  for  a  re¬ 
markable  civilization. 

Here  is  the  last  frontier,  for  there  are  no  new  continents  to  discover, 
to  explore,  or  to  exploit.  If  we  are  to  discover  a  way  of  establishing 
an  enduring  civilization  we  must  do  it  here  in  the  United  States.  We 
have  not  yet  fully  discovered  the  way.  We  are  searching  for  the  way 
and  the  light.  This  is  the  challenge  of  the  ages.  The  key  to  this 
vexing  problem  is  to  prevent  any  more  soil  being  carried  from  the 
slopes  than  naturally  forms.  There  is  a  chance  to  solve  this  age-old 
problem  of  establishing  an  enduring  civilization  and  find  an  adjust¬ 
ment  of  the  people  to  its  land  resources. 

The  United  States  today  is  like  a  great  farm  with  fields  suited  to 
the  growing  of  cotton,  corn,  and  other  crops  and  of  land  for  pastures, 
woods,  and  general  farming.  In  the  West  our  country  has  vast  graz¬ 
ing  lands,  well  suited  to  the  raising  of  herds  of  sheep  and  cattle  and 
fertile  alluvial  valleys  in  the  arid  region,  overawed  by  high  mountains 
that  condense  the  waters  out  of  moisture-laden  winds  to  irrigate  gar- 
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den  lands.  Such  is  the  American  farm  capable  of  feeding  at  least  350 
million  people,  when  the  land  is  intensely  cultivated  under  full  con¬ 
servation  techniques.  And  when  fully  occupied  with  a  complex  di¬ 
vision  of  labor,  the  land  will  give  us  a  higher  general  standard  of  living 
than  we  enjoy  today. 

In  an  underpopulated  land  such  as  ours  now,  farmed  extensively 
rather  than  intensively,  there  will  be  considerable  slack  before  pri¬ 
vations  on  a  national  scale  overtake  us.  But  privations  of  individual 
farm  families  resulting  from  the  wastage  of  soil  by  erosion  are  indi¬ 
cators  of  what  will  come  to  the  Nation.  As  our  population  increases, 
farm  production  will  go  down  from  depletion  of  soil  reserves  and  re¬ 
sources,  unless  effective  techniques  of  soil  conservation  are  used 
throughout  the  land. 

Now  is  the  time,  while  we  still  have  much  good  land  capable  of  res¬ 
toration  to  full  or  greater  productivity,  to  carry  through  a  full  pro¬ 
gram  of  soil  and  water  conservation.  Such  is  necessary  for  building 
here  a  civilization  that  will  not  fall  as  have  others. 

A  solution  to  the  problem  of  farming  sloping  lands  must  be  found 
if  we  are  to  establish  enduring  agriculture  in  the  United  States.  We 
have  only  about  100  million  acres  of  flat  alluvial  land  where  the  ero- 
.sion  hazard  is  negligible,  out  of  the  460  million  acres  of  land  suitable 
for  crops.  Most  of  our  production  comes  from  sloping  lands,  where 
the  hazard  of  soil  erosion  is  ever  present.  This  calls  urgently  for  the 
adaptation  and  application  of  measures  of  conservation  of  our  soil. 

You  all  have  seen  the  danger  signs  that  are  out;  sheet  erosion  that 
develops  into  gullies  if  allowed  to  continue  unchecked  for  a  few  years. 
Such  gullies  become  numberless  gutters,  leading  off  storm  waters  and 
flash  floods  that  gouge  out  miniature  gorges  and  ruin  the  land  for 
further  cultivation.  Material  washed  out  of  such  gullies  is  swept 
down  into  river  valleys  to  shoal  streams,  filling  reservoirs  and  de¬ 
stroying  water  storage  for  hydroelectric  power  and  for  irrigation. 
Agriculture’s  greatest  problem  throughout  the  ages  is  in  trying  to 
establish  a  permanent  agriculture  on  sloping  lands.  This  problem 
is  with  us  here  in  the  United  States,  where  millions  of  acres  have  been 
destroyed  for  further  cultivation  and  abandoned. 

Our  solution  for  safeguarding  our  soils  and  slopes  where  soil  ero- 
ion  by  water  is  the  hazard  is :  To  increase  the  rainwater  intake  capacity 
of  the  soil  by  retaining  crop  litter  on  the  surface,  soil  improvement, 
crop  rotation,  stripcropping  on  the  contour,  and  by  leading  away 
unabsorbed  storm  waters  in  channels  of  broad-faced  terraces  into 
outlet  channels  and  natural  drainage  channels.  We  have  applied 
these  measures  during  recent  years  over  millions  of  acres,  as  you  may 
see  from  an  airplane  when  you  fly  over  the  country. 

We  are  laying  special  emphasis  on  saving  the  physical  body  of  soil 
resources,  rather  than  fertility.  Maintaining  fertility  falls  properly 
to  the  farmer  himself.  Conserving  the  physical  integrity  of  the  soil 
resource  falls  on  the  Nation  as  well  as  the  farmer  in  order  to  save 
the  people’s  heritage  and  safeguard  the  national  welfare.  If  the 
physical  body  of  the  soil  resources  is  saved,  we  as  a  people  are  safe¬ 
guarded  in  liberty  of  action.  We  can  apply  fertilizer  and  plant  a 
choice  of  crops  in  accordance  with  the  market  demands  and  national 
needs.  If  the  soil  is  destroyed,  then  all  our  liberty  of  choice  and 
action  is  gone,  condemning  this  and  future  generations  to  needless 
privations  and  dangers. 
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So  big  is  this  job  of  saving  our  good  lands  from  further  damage 
and  reclaiming  to  some  useful  purpose  vast  areas  of  seriously  damaged 
land,  that  the  full  cooperation  of  each  individual  with  technical  lead¬ 
ership  and  assistance  by  the  Government  is  not  only  desirable  but 
necessary  if  we  are  to  succeed.  Land,  after  all,  is  not  an  economic 
commodity ;  it  is  an  integral  part  of  the  Nation,  even  as  its  people  are, 
and  requires  protection  by  the  individual  owner  and  the  Nation  as 
well. 

If  Moses  had  foreseen  what  was  to  become  of  the  Promised  Land 
after  3,000  years,  and  could  have  foreseen  what  suicidal  agriculture 
coidd  do  to  a  land,  I  believe  he  might  have  been  inspired  to  deliver 
another  commandment  to  establish  man’s  relation  to  the  earth  and 
to  complete  man’s  trinity  of  responsibility  to  his  Creator,  to  his  fellow 
man,  and  to  this  earth. 

The  legislatures  in  all  States  and  in  our  National  Capitol  have  recog¬ 
nized  the  Government’s  responsibility  in  preserving  the  physical  body 
of  our  soil.  Few  legislators  truly  understand  why  they  favor  con¬ 
servation  measures,  except  they  unconsciously  feel  there  is  a  relation¬ 
ship  between  it  and  mankind’s  well-being.  Those  who  oppose  the 
advancement  of  conservation  do  so  under  the  mistaken  conviction  that 
he  is  simply  opposing  another  farm  relief  program.  This  Nation  is 
fortunate  in  having  several  intelligent  authorities  on  soil  and  water 
conservation  in  both  the  House  and  Senate.  Under  their  leadership 
we  have  seen  created  the  agency  known  as  the  Soil  Conseiwation  Serv¬ 
ice,  and  through  the  years  we  witnessed  the  passage  of  soil  conservation 
bills  that  have  enhanced  the  farmers’  opportunity  to  slow  the  devasta¬ 
tion  of  our  country’s  soil  and  resources. 

More  recently  the  Hope- Aiken  Act,  known  as  Public  Law  566,  was 
given  to  the  farmers  of  America  as  a  tool  with  which  it  might  attack 
the  problem  of  providing  a  permanent  agriculture.  It  is  not  intended 
to  ridicule  a  modest  beginning  by  comparing  the  appropriation  for 
the  upstream  protection  program,  but  you  should  weigh  in  your  own 
mind  this  program’s  importance  to  some  of  the  trivials  your  office 
causes  you  to  consider.  Though  we  have  made  several  steps  forward 
toward  a  better  conservation  program,  we  need  to  make  giant  strides 
in  order  to  catch  up  and  overcome  the  loss  that  has  already  occurred. 
Public  Law  566  is  inadequate  in  its  present  form.  The  effectiveness 
of  this  law  is  very  limited.  It  needs  to  be  liberalized  and  currently 
in  the  Senate  subcommittee  here  there  is  a  proposal  known  as  the 
Poage  bill,  or  Public  Law  8750,  that  will  liberalize  Public  Law  566  in 
such  a  manner  that  it  might  become  a  better  tool  to  our  farmers  and 
conservationists.  It  is  recognized  that  three  important  changes  are 
needed  to  make  the  law  more  acceptable  to  farmers  of  the  Nation  and 
particularly  to  the  farmers  of  Oklahoma.  Notably,  they  are: 

(1)  The  flood-control  features  of  the  program  should  be  borne  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  not  the  local  organizations.  This  places 
too  much  burden  on  the  individual  farmer  in  the  watershed.  He 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  for  benefits  that  will  be  community 
and  national  benefits.  Historically  the  Federal  Government  has  as¬ 
sumed  this  liability  for  flood  control. 

(2)  A  means  of  financing  these  programs  is  necessary.  It  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Government  provide  loans  at  a  low  rate  of  interest 
to  individuals  and  organizations  sponsoring  these  small  watershed 
programs.  The  areas  in  the  direst  need  are  those  that  are  not  finan- 
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cially  able  to  bear  the  high  initial  cost  of  the  current  program.  Make 
it  possible  for  them  to  repay  the  loans  with  the  prosperity  furnished 
by  the  benefits  of  this  program. 

(3)  The  limitation  of  the  acre-feet  of  any  one  structure  should  be 
removed.  This  5,000  acre-foot  limitation  is  not  necessary.  When 
the  earth  was  set  in  motion,  there  wTas  no  limitation  set  on  how  much 
water  would  fall  on  any  given  spot ;  nor  was  the  size  of  the  watershed 
controlled;  nor  the  volume  of  water  that  would  be  carried  down  the 
streams  of  any  tributary  of  our  river  system.  In  some  instances  a  full 
measure  of  protection  cannot  be  planned,  because  of  this  limitation,, 
and  the  availability  of  sites  for  structures.  Certainly  a  site  should 
be  used  as  economically  as  possible  and  when  possible,  certainly,  the 
site  should  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  people.  It  is  wasteful  to  not 
include  storage  of  water  for  other  beneficial  uses  if  the  site  can  accom¬ 
modate  such  a  program. 

Again  I  say,  the  problem  of  permanently  extending  civilization 
beyond  the  productive  capacity  of  our  alluvial  plains  lies  in  our  ability 
to  find  a  means  of  preventing  soil  from  leaving  the  slopes  any  faster 
than  it  is  naturally  formed.  Those  nearer  to  the  soil  than  you  are 
fervently  praying  that  you  take  this  opportunity  to  give  them  another 
tool  to  help  them  in  defending  our  future  generations  from  priva¬ 
tions — privations  like  those  that  are  now  being  visited  upon  the  people 
to  whom  you  are  giving  aid  and  relief.  In  many  of  the  countries 
receiving  aid  from  the  United  States,  the  sin  of  omission,  their  failure 
to  conserve  their  soil,  is  the  reason  for  their  hunger  and  weakness. 

In  closing,  let  me  remind  you  that  the  history  of  every  civilization 
is  written  in  the  soil.  Today  we  see  privation  on  a  few  individual 
farms  in  this  country:  tomorrow  that  number  might  be  multiplied 
many  times.  May  your  -action  here  today  extend  our  Nation’s  rich 
history  and  prosperity. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Abercrombie,  for  a  very 
excellent  statement. 

Are  there  any  questions? 

Senator  Hruska.  I  just  want  to  observe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this 
paper  surely  puts  our  efforts  and  our  considerations  here  into  historical 
perspective,  which  is  very  useful.  I  thing  it  is  very  fine. 

Mr.  Abercrombie.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  have  from  the  assistant  legislative  secretary  of  the 
National  Farmers  Union,  Mr.  Angus  McDonald,  a  statement  that  he 
has  asked  we  insert  into  therecord  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  of  Mr.  McDonald  follows :) 

Statement  of  Angus  McDonald,  National  Farmers  Union 

Our  attention  was  recently  called  to  a  bill,  S.  3727,  which  would  implement 
Public  Law  566  and  broaden  the  authority  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to 
prevent  floods  on  small  watersheds  and  carry  on  land  treatment  measures.  We 
are  certainly  in  favor  of  the  principle  set  forth  in  this  legislation,  but  feel  that  the 
bill  could  be  greatly  improved.  It  would  prevent,  under  our  interpretation,  the 
Federal  Government  from  bearing  the  cost  of  any  programs  other  than  flood  pre¬ 
vention.  While  as  a  general  rule  we  do  not  believe  loans  or  grants  are  necessary 
for  carrying  out  the  part  of  a  watershed  and  reservoir  program,  we  suggest  that 
in  some  instances,  small  towns  and  cities  will  be  unable  to  provide  necessary  funds 
for  water  disposal  and  residential  and  industrial  water  programs. 

The  Poage  bill,  H.  R.  8750,  is  not  subject  to  this  same  deficiency  and  would 
permit  inclusion  of  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  and  water  improve¬ 
ments  for  fish  and  wildlife,  streamflow  regulation  to  abate  pollution,  salt  water 
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intrusion  control  and  other  purposes.  We  prefer  the  enactment  of  H.  R.  8750  to 
that  of  S.  3727.  However,  H.  R.  8750  does  not  provide  for  preference  in  regard 
to  benefits  from  Federal  irrigation  projects.  I  refer  to  the  statute  in  our  recla¬ 
mation  laws  which  limits  the  amount  of  land  used  by  any  1  family  to  160  acres 
if  brought  into  the  Federal  reclamation  program. 

We  suggest  that  this  provision  be  written  in  the  bill.  We  also  suggest  language 
in  the  bill  which  would  preserve  the  preference  provision  in  regard  to  electric 
power,  if  there  is  any  likelihood  that  electric  power  will  be  generated  with  any 
Federal  project. 

I  call  your  attention  to  a  letter  written  to  the  Washington  office  of  the  National 
Farmers  Union  by  Senator  Frank  Barrett  who  solicits  our  support  of  H.  R. 
10299.  This  bill  also  is  a  watershed  protection  bill  which  ignores  the  160-acre 
limitation.  Senator  Barrett  in  his  letter  says : 

“The  conference  committee  agreed  that  it  would  report  out  a  compromise  bill 
using  the  language  incorporated  in  H.  R.  10299,  herewith  enclosed,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  conference  report  would  be  held  up  in  the  Senate  until 
after  the  watershed  protection  bill  was  passed  and  sent  down  to  the  White  House. 
I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  get  early  action  on  the  watershed  protection  bill  and 
that  later  on  the  small  projects  bill  will  be  cleared  through  both  houses  and  sent 
to  the  President  for  his  approval.” 

The  Senator,  I  presume,  is  referring  to  S.  5881,  which  originally  passed  the 
Senate  with  the  preference  provisions  in  it,  both  in  regard  to  irrigation  and  elec¬ 
tric  power.  The  bill,  in  its  travels  around  the  Capitol,  wound  up  with  the 
preference  provisions  deleted.  The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  and  as  agreed 
by  the  conference  was  recently  approved  in  the  form  of  a  conference  report. 

Because  the  situation  has  become  so  involved  and  approval  of  one  bill  which  is 
desirable  legislation,  if  slightly  amended,  is  dependent  on  approval  of  what  we 
consider  undesirable  legislation,  that  is  S.  5881,  Farmers  Union  is  now  forced 
to  oppose  all  of  these  bills  unless  each  bill  is  considered  on  its  merits.  We  are 
opposed  to  any  legislation  which  would  whittle  down  or  ignore  the  160-acre 
limitation. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Herscliel  Burrus,  executive  director  of  the  Okla¬ 
homa  State  Soil  Conservation  Board. 

All  right,  Mr.  Burrus. 

STATEMENT  OF  HERSCHEL  BURRUS,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE 
STATE  SOIL  CONSERVATION  BOARD  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  Burrus.  Mr.  Chairman,  gentleman  of  the  committee,  I  am 
Herscliel  Burrus,  executive  director  of  the  State  Soil  Conservation 
Board  of  Oklahoma.  I  appear  here,  at  the  request  of  the  members 
of  the  Oklahoma  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts,  repre¬ 
senting  a  group  of  120,000  Oklahomans  vitally  interested  in  the  water¬ 
shed  program,  and  regard  it  as  a  solution  to  their  soil  and  water  con¬ 
servation  problems. 

During  the  83d  Congress,  Public  Law  566  was  passed,  giving  the 
farmers  a  tool  to  make  it  possible  to  live  with  sporadic  torrential  rains 
and  the  flash  floods  of  our  State.  This  tool,  Public  Law  566,  still 
has  a  few  spare  parts  missing.  The  loss  in  the  form  of  top  soil,  crops, 
farm  buildings,  livestock,  fences,  roads,  equipment,  and  time,  to  say 
nothing  of  countless  lives,  runs  into  untold  millions  of  dollars.  Yet 
the  answer  to  these  problems  is  still  just  out  of  reach,  because  Public 
Law  566,  though  it  was  one  of  the  finest  pieces  of  legislation  passed 
by  the  83d  Congress,  is  still  lacking.  It  does  not  meet  the  needs  of  the 
people  and  communities  on  the  small  watersheds  of  Oklahoma. 

May  I  suggest  three  changes  that  would  make  the  law  more  accept¬ 
able  to  the  farmers  of  Oklahoma.  The  first  is :  The  flood-control  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  program  should  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
not  the  local  organization.  This  places  too  much  burden  on  the  indi¬ 
vidual  farmer  in  the  watershed.  He  should  not  be  called  upon  to 
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pay  for  benefits  that  will  be  community  and  national  benefits.  Sec¬ 
ond,  provide  loans  with  low  interest  rates  to  the  individuals  and 
organizations  sponsoring  these  small  watershed  programs.  The  areas 
in  direst  need  are  those  that  are  not  financially  able  to  bear  the  high 
initial  costs.  Make  it  possible  for  them  to  repay  the  loans  with  the 
prosperity  furnished  by  the  benefits  of  this  program.  Third,  the 
limitations  of  the  storage  capacity  should  be  removed. 

My  reason  for  these  three  changes  is :  The  farmers  of  Oklahoma 
are  willing  and  ready  to  furnish  the  necessary  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  and  to  apply  the  necessary  land  treatment  measures, 
contract  for  all  the  structures,  and  assume  the  perpetual  responsibility 
and  costs  of  continuous  operation  and  maintaining  the  structures  after 
they  are  built,  while  the  Federal  Government  pays  only  that  portion 
directly  applicable  to  flood  prevention. 

Quite  naturally  the  landowner  immediately  below  a  flood  impound¬ 
ment  structure  would  be  the  first  to  benefit.  However,  those  far  down 
the  creek,  and  even  on  the  main  stem,  also  benefit.  Notwithstanding, 
they  who  have  the  structure  have  the  inconvenience  of  the  structure, 
and  those  other  troubles  of  flood  water  storage  that  render  his  prop¬ 
erty  less  valuable.  Therefore,  it  would  seem  reasonable  that  those 
downstream  should  be  willing  for  a  portion  of  their  taxes  to  be  spent 
to  keep  floodwaters  away  from  their  land  by  keeping  it  upstream. 

Another  aspect  often  overlooked  is  that  those  properties  down¬ 
stream,  when  protected  from  floods,  increase  in  value  in  direct  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  amount  of  that  flood  protection.  The  production 
downstream  is  increased  just  the  same  as  it  is  increased  on  the  land 
directly  below  the  structure.  When  you  recognize  the  fact  that  all 
persons  in  the  watershed  benefit,  you  also  should  recognize  the  fact 
that  the  flood  control  features  are  a  Government  responsibility.  We 
should  not  penalize  the  persons  in  the  immediate  area  by  the  current 
high  rate  of  participation  Public  Law  566  now  requires. 

When  we  store  the  water  on  the  hillside,  we  protect  our  productive 
land  against  floods  and  maintain  its  productivity,  and  also  have  the 
water  as  protection  against  drought  and  famine,  thus  insuring  our 
ability  to  be  ready  for  any  eventuality.  This  asset  alone  justifies  im¬ 
mediate  steps  to  accelerate  our  upstream  flood  protection  program. 
One  of  the  great  attributes  of  American  production  is  being  able 
to  produce  an  abundance  of  food  and  fiber  when  it  is  needed,  such  as 
in  World  War  I  and  II.  The  history  of  every  civilization  is  written 
in  the  soil.  Let  us  pray  that  future  historians  can  record  the  fact 
that  you  men  here  today  had  the  wisdom  to  provide  the  tools  for  a 
permanent  agriculture. 

My  second  observation  of  the  changes  needed  is:  The  amount  of 
money  needed  by  the  local  organization  to  finance  its  share  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  the  act  will  run  into 
many  thousands  of  dollars,  dollars  they  may  not  have.  We  strongly 
recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  be  authorized  to  make 
loans  to  individuals  and  organizations.  Local  organizations  at¬ 
tempting  to  raise  the  necessary  cash  to  finance  their  share  of  the  costs 
will  have  a  very  difficult  obstacle  at  the  beginning  of  their  search  for 
funds. 

A  bond  issue  would  be  the  logical  approach  to  the  problem;  but 
with  the  market  flooded  as  it  is  at  present  with  bond  issues  for  new 
schools,  roads  (both  toll  and  free),  streets,  waterworks  extension  and 
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improvements,  hospitals,  airports,  municipal  buildings  and  bonds  for 
•other  purposes,  all  with  many  years  of  credit  experience  back  of  each 
issue,  watershed  bonds  will,  in  all  probability,  be  unsalable,  unless  high 
interest  rates  are  offered  as  an  inducement  to  potential  purchasers. 
Watershed  bonds  are  new  and  untried  obligations,  therefore,  would 
“suffer  in  competition. 

Most  municipal  bonds  mature  serially  over  a  period  of  years,  rarely 
exceeding  20  years.  Because  the  watershed  indebtedness  must  be  paid 
by  the  recipients  of  the  benefits  derived  from  the  watershed  improve¬ 
ments  and  because  of  the  overlapping  of  indebtedness  by  school  dis¬ 
tricts,  municipalities  in  the  water  shed,  and  counties,  the  tax 
Structure  in  the  watershed  will  tend  to  be  extremely  burdensome  on  the 
landowners.  This  situation  can  be  resolved  into  a  more  nearly 
equitable  tax  structure,  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  permitted 
to  extend  loans  to  the  local  organizations  to  be  repaid  in  not  more  than 
50  years,  at  an  interest  rate  equal  to  that  of  long-term  United  States 
Government  bonds,  which  under  present  market  conditions  amounts 
to  about  3  percent.  If  this  provision  is  not  made,  it  is  possible  that 
many  watersheds  that-  qualify  in  all  respects  under  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  will  continue  to  suffer  annual 
floods  which  cause  untold  damage,  because  of  their  inability  to  find 
the  necessary  funds  to  finance  their  share  of  the  costs. 

My  third  point  is  the  5,000  acre-foot  limitation  contained  in  Public 
Law  566.  When  the  good  Lord  set  this  universe  in  motion,  he  did 
not  set  any  limitation  on  how  much  water  would  fall  on  any  given 
watershed,  nor  did  he  try  to  control  the  size  of  the  watershed  or  volume 
•of  water  that  would  be  carried  by  the  streams  of  the  watershed.  In 
some  instances  a  full  measure  of  protection  cannot  be  planned  be¬ 
cause  of  this  limitation  and  the  availability  of  sites. 

One  of  the  great  features  of  Public  Law  566  is  that  it  was  written 
to  be  operated  by  the  local  people,  used  by  them  for  their  own  better¬ 
ment.  But  if  restrictions  in  the  law  render  part  of  it  inoperative,  then 
the  whole  law  becomes  inoperative. 

Now,  I  hope  you  gentlemen  of  the  committee  see  that  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  personal  in  asking  that  the  5,000  acre-foot  limitation  be  removed, 
because  no  one  individual  group  or  corporation  is  asking  for  it  as 
personal  gain.  The  people  who  live  on  the  watersheds,  who  want  to 
manage  their  own  affairs  without  restrictions  which  hinder,  that  man¬ 
agement  are  the  ones  who  are  asking  for  the  change.  You  know  these 
people  in  your  own  communities  to  be  the  salt  of  the  earth.  They 
come  as  near  living  by  the  Golden  Rule  as  any  group  in  America. 
They  are  asking  that  this  restriction  be  removed  so  they  can  do  what 
needs  to  be  done.  Experience  has  proven  on  the  Pilot  watershed 
projects  that  there  are  very  few  instances  where  a  structure  that  will 
impound  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  will  be  needed;  but  where’ it  is 
needed,  it  is  needed  very  badly.  This  law  with  this  restriction  in 
it  is  like  a  big  powerful  truck  with  no  reverse  gear.  The  truck  would 
he  capable  of  moving  great  loads  but  it  would  have  a  definite  limita¬ 
tion  as  to  its  use. 

The  people  who  live  on  the  small  watersheds  of  America  are  inter¬ 
ested  only  in  being  able  to  do  the  best  possible  job  of  flood  prevention 
at  the  lowest  possible  cost  to  both  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
local  people.  We  can  do  neither  with  the  5,000  acre-foot  limitation. 
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My  comments  are  based  upon  opinions  and  observations  gathered 
while  visiting  among  the  supervisors  and  farmers  of  the  86  soil-con¬ 
servation  districts  of  Oklahoma,  and  contacts  with  like  organizations 
throughout  these  United  States.  The  citizens  of  this  great  country 
who  would  like  to  use  Public  Law  566  to  improve  and  strengthen 
their  portion  of  the  country  would  like  your  earnest  and  prayerful 
•consideration  of  the  changes  herein  propounded.  May  I  remind  you 
that  the  failure  of  every  ancient  empire  was  traced  to  their  inability 
to  cope  with  the  movement  of  their  soil  down  the  slopes. 

My  humble  thanks  to  you  gentlemen  of  the  committee  for  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  come  before  you  and  present  our  views  on  this  important 
legislation. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Burrus. 

Are  there  questions? 

Senator  Hruska.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Marvin  Guinn,  secretary  of  the  Oklahoma  Soil 
^Conservation  Board. 

I  want  the  record  to  show  the  chairman  is  very  happy  to  have  all 
these  Oklahoma  boys  here  on  this  matter. 

STATEMENT  OE  MARVIN  GUINN,  SECRETARY,  OKLAHOMA  SOIL 

CONSERVATION  BOARD 

Mr.  Guinn.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  more  or  less  excess  baggage. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  would  say  “less”  than  “more.”  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Guinn.  I  don’t  have  a  written  statement.  I  feel  like  appearing 
here  bringing  to  you  the  thinking  of  Mr.  Average  Farmer.  After 
all,  that’s  what  I  am. 

I  live  in  Byars,  Okla.,  and  I  am  connected  with  the  State  soil-con¬ 
servation  board,  a  member  of  that  board. 

I  would  like  to  mention  the  fact  that  we  seem  to  be  all  agreed  of  the 
importance  of  water  conservation  here  today.  No  one  questions  that. 
As  to  how  we  arrive  at  a  program,  this  kind  of  a  program,  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  what  you  hear  today. 

In  appreciate  the  fact  that  since  this  is  so  close  to  Independence 
Day  that  Mr.  Average  Citizen  is  granted  an  opportunity  to  have  a 
voice  in  formulating  the  policies  of  this  great  Government  of  ours. 
It  reinvigorates  my  patriotism,  because  this  is  my  first  opportunity. 
I  want  to  take  that  back  home  to  my  neighbors  and  friends  and  im¬ 
press  upon  them  that  we  do  have  a  Government  here  that  is  interested 
in  what  the  average  citizen  thinks.  There  are  so  many  places  that 
doesn’t  happen. 

That  is  a  preliminary  remark,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted  to  make. 

There  have  been  a  few  “boogers”  pointed  out  in  what  we  are  asking 
for  here  today  in  II.  K.  8750  which  I  would  like  to  try  to  eliminate 
•in  my  poor  way. 

One  Senator  from  Colorado  this  morning  pointed  out  the  fact 
that  you  might  have  one  structure  where  the  benefit  is  entirely  to  one 
man.  I  can’t  conceive  of  a  flood-control  program  where  the  benefit  is 
entirely  local.  You  take  his  example  for  instance.  The  surplus  water 
from  that  one  structure — he  had  to  have  a  watershed — eventually 
enters  somebody’s  stream.  It  can’t  all  be  local. 

I  conceive  of  upstream  flood-control  programs  in  this  manner  :  The 
benefits  are  not  local  for  the  simple  reason  it  is  an  overall  program. 
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Whenever  you  have  flood  control  on  the  watershed  you  have  o-0t  flood' 
control  on  the  mam  stem.  You  have  got  flood  control  clear  down  to 
the  mouth  of  the  Mississippi  River.  And  if  that  isn’t  a  national  pro- 
Sr;j'n  1  don  t  know  how  to  conceive  of  a  national  program. 

the  farmers  thinking  on  sharing  in  the  cost  of  structures  is  this: 
1  ii  a  .W1(in  th!y  have  contributed  the  rights-of-way,  easements, 
and  land  treatment  and  they  have  done  their  share  because  it  is  a 
national  program  and  the  benefits  are  national.  Even  though  vou 
might  increase  or  raise  his  economy,  he  is  going  to  pay  more  taxes 
as  a  result  of  that.  It  also  reinvigorates  the  economy  in  various  ways 
because  of  his  increased  production.  That  is  a  national  asset. 

I  think  that  the  farmers — I  know  because  I  have  heard  them  talk _ 

what  they  want  is  a  bill  like  we  are  considering  here  today,  H.  R.  8750 
Even  though  you  could  establish  the  fact  that  they  might  ou<dit 
to  share  m  the  cost  of  structure,  the  farmer’s  economy  today  is  not 
such  that  he  could  do  it. 


I  think  the  cost-sharing  feature  in  566  is  a  conception  from  the  De- 
EJ  tine  lit,  of  Agriculture,  and  the  answer  from  the  farmers  is  this: 
‘  Mr-  secretary,  don’t  you  call  on  us,  because  we  can’t  do  it.  We 
have  a  note  due  at  the  bank.  We’re  going  to  have  to  renew  it.” 

That  is  the  reason  they  cannot  share  in  the  cost-sharing  on  the 
structures. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  close  with  this  remark :  I  think  in 
Public  Law  566  we  were  expecting  something  we  didn’t  get,  and  I 
remember  it  took  probably  3  or  4  months  to  interpret  the  law  after 
Congress  passed  it.  I  would  like  to  see  in  H.  R.  8750  the  intent  set  out 
so  plain  and  firm  that  it  does  not  need  any  interpretation. 

When  566  came  out,  I  was  reminded  of  the  farmer  who  took  his 
wife  to  the  beauty  parlor.  He  had  to  meet  her  an  hour  later.  And 
he  drove  up,  and  she  came  out  to  the  car,  and  he  gazed  at  her,  and 
she  said,  “Well,  I’d  like  for  you  to  take  me  home.” 

I[e  said,  If  you  11  walk  down  the  block  a  ways  I  ll  pick  you  up 
because  I’m  waiting  here  for  my  wife  to  come  out,  and  I’ve  <rot  to 
get  back  before  she  gets  here.”  [Laughter.] 

That’s  about  the  disappointment  we  had  in  Public  Law  566  I  think 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right,  sir.  Off  the  record. 

(Remarks  off  the  record.) 

Senator  Iverr.  We  want  to  thank  you  for  what  I  must  say  is  a 
very,  very  effective  and  practical  statement. 

Mr.  Gordon  Zimmerman  of  the  National  Grange. 


STATEMENT  OF  GORDON  ZIMMERMAN,  RESEARCH  DIRECTOR,  THE 

NATIONAL  GRANGE 


Mr.  Zimmerman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Iverr.  Mr.  Zimmerman,  we  are  glad  to  have  you.  Proceed. 
t  Mr.  Zimmerman.  I  am  Gordon  Zimmerman,  research  director  of  the 
National  Grange,  and  I  have  a  short  statement  I  believe  I  can  make 
a  little  shorter. 

Senator  Iverr.  We  will  be  happy  to  insert  it  in  the  record,  and  you 
give  such  part  of  it  as  you  would  like  to. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  I  would  like  to  say  that  the  National  Grange 
thoroughly  and  heartily  supports  H.  R.  8750.  We  believe  that  the 
broadening  of  this  act  by  removing  some  of  the  restrictive  language 
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now  contained  in  it  would  not  only  permit  a  more  comprehensive 
t\pe  ot  watershed  program  but  encourage  local  organizations  to 
take  a  much  more  active  interest  in  their  watersheds  and  in  their 
water  resources. 

Residents  and  organizations  in  watershed  areas,  we  believe,  are 
understandably  interested  in  carrying  out  fairly  broad-scale  programs 
of  improvement  in  their  watersheds,  and  not  just  agricultural  devel¬ 
opments  limited  to  irrigation,  drainage,  conservation,  and  flood  con¬ 
trol.  I  hey  are  also  interested  in  water  development  and  storage 
for  such  purposes  as  recreation  and  municipal  and  industrial  supply. 
In_  some  localities  a  reduction  in  water  pollution  is  an  important 
objective. 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Act  would  permit 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  assist  local  organizations  in  planning 
and  carrying  out  this  sensible  and  wider  range  of  improvements. 
Properly,  the  bill  would  assign  construction  costs,  in  connection  with 
any  water-storage  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet,  and  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  flood  prevention,  to  local  organizations.  But  local 
organizations  would  not  be  required  to  share  in  the  construction 
costs  of  structural  measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention. 

The  National  Grange  supports  this  position  on  cost-sharing. 

At  the  last  annual  session  of  the  National  Grange,  the  delegate  body 
declared : 

A  uniform  cost-sharing  policy  should  he  applied  to  flood-control  projects  of 
the  various  Federal  agencies.  Farmers  are  now  being  asked  to  share  iii  water¬ 
shed  flood-control  costs  on  a  50-50  basis  with  the  Government,  which  is  inequi¬ 
table  and  undesirable  in  view  of  the  fact  that  downstream  and  other  Federal 
flood-control  operations  are  carried  on  without  such  cost-sharing. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  position. 

Senator  Kerr.  Don’t  you  think,  in  view  of  the  extraordinarily 
high  income  of  the  farmers  and  their  very  prosperous  condition  at  this 
time,  that  if  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  make  an  exception 
and  let  any  group  of  its  citizens  share  in  a  program  of  which  they  are 
a  portion  recipient  of  the  benefits,  that  the  farmer  should  be  the  No. 
1  that  would  be  picked  out  and  permitted  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  I  am  sure  that  the  Grange  folks  feel  exactly  like 
that,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  mean  just  exactly  like  I  feel  ? 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Yes,  sir. 

I  would  like  to  interpolate  here  a  minute  by  saying  that  at  our  last 
national  session  this  point  was  made  over  and  over  again,  and  I  know 
of  no  program  among-  our  members  that  has  excited  their  deeper 
interest,  nor  was  there  any  livelier  discussion  on  any  other  program 
than  this  one,  and  that  includes  the  soil  bank  and  domestic  parity, 
which  is  near  and  dear  to  Grange  members’  hearts.  This  business  of 
cost  sharing  is  something  they  feel  very  deeply  about,  and  our  next 
comment  here  goes  to  this  point.  For  we  have  the  feeling  that,  in  view 
of  what  is  happening  to  farm  income,  there  can  be  little  justice  in 
asking  farmers  to  share  flood-control  costs  when  our  more  prosperous 
cities  are  absolved  from  such  cost  sharing. 

We  have  heard  that  a  change  in  cost-sharing  policy  with  respect  to 
flood-control  operations  of  the  Army  engineers  and  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  is  being  considered — and  that  the  direct,  identifiable 
beneficiaries  may  be  asked  to  share  in  such  costs.  While  there  is  much 
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to  be  said  for  such  a  principle  of  cost  sharing,  it  strikes  us  as  unwise- 
and  unfair  to  require  farmers  to  set  the  example  and  lead  the  way. 

We  have  been  interested  to  notice,  in  this  general  connection,  the- 
progress  of  the  small  reclamation  projects  bill,  H.  It.  5881.  This  bill, 
which  provides  for  water-impounding  structures  for  irrigation,  flood 
control,  municipal,  industrial,  and  domestic  water  supply,  and  for 
other  purposes,  does  not  require  cost-sharing  for  flood  control  on  the 
part  of  local  organizations. 

This  small-projects  bill,  now  awaiting  a  decision  by  the  Senate,  as 
I  understand  it,  on  the  report  of  the  conference  committee,  applies 
only  to  the  17  Western  States.  It  is  apparently  the  understanding 
of  many  Members  of  both  the  Senate  and  House,  however,  that  the 
Watershed  Act  will  be  amended  to  provide  similar  benefits  for  the- 
Eastern  and  Midwestern  States. 

There  is  more  to  my  statement  here,  but  I  would  only  go  on  to  say 
that  except  for  the  amendment  which  applies  to  the  terminal  date 
with  reference  to  contracts  we  do  support  vigorously  the  provisions  of" 
H.  R.  8750. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  you  think  that  that  date  should  be  extended  ? 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  I  do,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  statement,  Mr.  Zim¬ 
merman. 

Mr.  Zimmerman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Kerr.  Are  there  any  questions  ? 

(No  response.) 

Thank  you. 

(Mr.  Zimmerman’s  statement  follows :) 

Statement  for  the  National  Grange  by  Gordon  K.  Zimmerman,  Research 

Director 

The  National  Grange  has  a  deep  interest  in  programs  for  the  conservation, . 
development,  use,  and  disposal  of  water  resources  in  the  watersheds  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  We  have  the  same  deep  interest  in  programs  designed  to  provide  a  greater 
degree  of  protection  against  floods.  Some  of  the  most  effective  work  for  flood 
prevention,  we  believe,  can  be  accomplished  in  the  small  watersheds  of  the 
Nation. 

For  these  reasons  we  have  followed  rather  closely  the  functioning  of  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  of  1954.  This  is  a  pioneering  act, 
and  we  completely  approve  of  its  objectives.  Since  its  enactment  nearly  2  years 
ago,  however,  it  lias  become  apparent  that  improvements  are  necessary  in  the 
body  of  the  law  if  it  is  to  accomplish  its  intended  purposes.  Certain  limitations 
and  burdens,  in  particular,  should  be  removed. 

H.  R.  8750  and  the  identical  Senate  bills  (S.  3243  by  Senator  Carlson  and  S.  3371 
by  Senator  Fulbright)  would  amend  the  act  to  provide  most  of  the  essential 
improvements.  The  Grange,  therefore,  heartily  supports  this  legislation. 

Broadening  the  act,  by  removing  some  of  the  restrictive  language  now  contained 
in  it,  would  not  only  permit  a  more  comprehensive  type  of  watershed  program, 
but  encourage  local  organizations  to  take  a  more  active  interest  in  their  water¬ 
sheds  and  their  water  resources. 

Residents  and  organizations  in  watershed  areas,  we  believe,  are  understand¬ 
ably  interested  in  carrying  out  fairly  broad-scale  programs  of  improvement  in 
their  watersheds,  and  not  just  agricultural  developments  limited  to  irrigation, 
drainage,  conservation,  and  flood  control. 

They  are  also  interested  in  water  development  and  storage  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  as  recreation,  and  municipal  and  industrial  supply.  Iu  some  localities, 
a  reduction  in  water  pollution  is  an  important  objective. 

The  proposed  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Act  would  permit  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  assist  local  organizations  in  planning  and  carrying  out  this 
sensible  and  wider  range  of  improvements.  Properly,  the  bill  would  assign  con¬ 
struction  costs,  in  connection  with  any  water  storage  capacity  in  excess  of  5.000 
acre-feet,  and  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention,  to  local  organizations. 
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But  local  organizations  would  not  be  required  to  share  in  the  construction  cost 
of  structural  measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention. 

The  National  Grange  supports  this  position  on  cost  sharing. 

At  the  last  annual  session  of  the  National  Grange,  the  delegate  body  declared': 

“A  uniform  cost-sharing  policy  should  be  applied  to  flood-control  projects  of 
the  various  Federal  agencies.  Farmers  are  now  being  asked  to  share  in  water¬ 
shed  flood-control  costs  on  a  50-50  basis  with  the  Government,  which  is  in¬ 
equitable  and  undesirable  in  view  of  the  fact  that  downstream  and  other  Federal 
flood-control  operations  are  carried  on  without  such  cost  sharing.” 

Considering  what  has  been  happening  to  farm  income,  there  can  be  little  justice 
in  asking  farmers  to  share  flood-control  costs  when  our  more  prosperous  cities 
are  absolved  from  such  cost  sharing. 

We  have  heard  that  a  change  in  cost-sharing  policy  with  respect  to  flood  con¬ 
trol  operations  of  the  Army  engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  being 
considered — and  that  the  direct,  identifiable  beneficiaries  may  be  asked  to  share 
in  such  costs.  While  there  is  much  to  be  said  for  such  a  principle  of  cost  sharing, 
it  strikes  us  as  unwise  and  unfair  to  require  farmers  to  set  the  example  and  lead 
the  way. 

We  have  been  interested  to  notice,  in  this  general  connection,  the  progress  of 
the  small  reclamation  projects  bill — H.  R.  5881.  This  bill,  which  provides  for 
water-impounding  structures  for  irrigation  ;  flood  control ;  municipal,  industrial, 
and  domestic  water  supply:  and  for  other  purposes;  does  not  require  cost 
sharing  for  flood  control  on  the  part  of  local  organizations. 

This  small  projects  bill,  now  awaiting  a  decision  by  the  Senate  on  the  report 
of  the  conference  committee,  applies  only  to  the  17  Western  States.  It  is  ap¬ 
parently  the  understanding  of  many  Members  of  both  the  Senate  and  House, 
however,  that  the  Watershed  Act  will  be  amended  to  provide  similar  benefits 
for  the  Eastern  and  Midwestern  States. 

As  the  Watershed  Act  now  stands,  no  single  structure  may  be  included  in  a 
watershed  plan  if  it  provides  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  of  water  storage  capacity.. 
Moreover,  the  law  provides  that  watershed  plans  containing  any  structure  with 
a  capacity  of  more  than  2.500  acre-feet  must  be  approved  by  resolutions  of  the 
Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Agriculture. 

H.  R.  8750  would  beneficially  modify  these  restrictions.  The  amending  lan¬ 
guage  would  permit  structures  of  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  capacity  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  watershed  plans  if : 

I.  The  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  is  for  purposes  other  than  flood 
prevention. 

2.  The  structure  is  to  be  built  by  a  local  organization  as  an  integral  part  of 
a  watershed  plan,  and 

3.  The  construction  cost  for  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  is  to  be 
assumed  completely  by  the  local  organization. 

The  proposed  new  section  8,  provided  in  H.  R.  8750,  is  a  desirable  addition. 
This  would  authorize  Federal  loans  to  local  organizations  to  help  finance  their 
share  of  the  costs  of  works  of  improvement.  Such  an  authorization  for  low- 
interest  long-term  credit  up  to  50  years  is,  in  our  opinion,  an  essential  encourage¬ 
ment  and  a  practical  necessity. 

The  proposed  new  section  9  is  obviously  desirable.  It  would  properly  make  the 
benefits  of  the  act  available  to  residents  of  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

We  appreciate,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the- 
National  Grange  on  these  proposed  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Act. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Matt  Triggs,  assistant  legislative  director  of 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

STATEMENT  OF  MATT  TRIGGS,  ASSISTANT  LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR,  AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Triggs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  view  of  the  lateness  of 
the  hour - 

Senator  Kerr.  You  need  not  let  that  disturb  you,  sir.  It  does  not 
disturb  us.  You  go  ahead  and  give  your  statement  as  you  want. 

Mr.  Triggs.  In  that  case,  it  is  a  short  statement  and  I  will  read  it. 
I  hesitate  to  take  the  time  of  the  busy  Senators. 
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At  the  last  annual  meeting  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion  the  voting  delegates  of  the  member  State  farm  bureaus  approved 
the  following  resolution : 

We  recommend  that  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  be 
amended  to  include  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  costs  of  structures 
designed  to  store  water  for  conservation  and  beneficial  use  in  addition  to  flood 
prevention. 

Our  position  in  this  matter  is  based  upon  a  belief  that  in  planning 
the  development  of  a  watershed  it  is  necessary  and  desirable  that  all 
potential  uses  of  water  in  the  area  be  considered.  In  some  instances 
only  a  single  use  of  water  may  be  feasible,  but  in  most  instances  mul¬ 
tiple  uses  or  conflicts  in  the  use  of  such  water  for  various  purposes  are 
involved.  In  such  instances  it  is  important  that  planning  for  a  proj¬ 
ect  be  carried  forward  on  a  multiple-use  basis. 

I  lie  TV  atershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  now  provides 
that  no  single  structure  may  be  included  in  a  watershed  program  if 
it^. Provides  more  than  5,000  acre-feet,  of  total  storage  capacity.  H.  R. 
8<r>0  would  amend  this  to  provide  that  a  structure  in  excess  of  5,000 
acre-feet  capacity  may  be  included  in  a  watershed  project  if  the  ca¬ 
pacity  above  5,000  acre-feet  is  for  purposes  other  than  flood  control 
and  if  the  construction  cost  of  the  capacity  above  5,000  acre-feet  is 
borne  by  the  local  organization. 

If  the  local  organization  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  in 
the  study  and  investigation  of  a  watershed  project,  reach  the  conclu¬ 
sion  that  storage  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet,  is  desirable  for 
most  effective  and  economic  water  utilization,  it  would  appear  to  us 
that  it  would  be  unfortunate  if  they  should  be  prohibited  by  statute 
as  is  the  case  at  present,  from  proceeding  on  such  effective  and  eco¬ 
nomic  basis. 

The  act  now  requires  that  any  watershed  project  containing  water 
storage  capacity  in  excess  of  2,500  acre-feet  must  be  approved  by  the 
Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Agriculture.  H.  R.  8750  provides 
that  such  committee  approval  shall  not  be  necessary.  Both  the  House 
and  Senate  Agriculture  Committees  would  continue  to  have  veto  au¬ 
thority  in  connection  with  any  such  project.  It  would  appear  that 
specific  committee  approval  of  the  many  small  projects  that  may  be 
anticipated  under  the  Watershed  Act  involves  an  unnecessary  burden 
to  the  committees  involved. 

At  the  present  time  the  act  requires  that,  any  project  involving  irri¬ 
gation  be  submitted  to  the  Department  of  Interior  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  s  Dews  and  that  any  project  involving  floodivater  detention 
structures  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Army  engineers  for  their  views 
H.  R  8750  provides  this  will  be  necessary  only  where  the  Federai 
contribution  is  in  excess  of  $250,000.  It,  would  appear  that  the  extent 
of  interagency  reference  and  investigation  should  not  be  the  same  in 
a  project  costing  $100,000  as  in  one  costing  $3  million  and  that  the 
proposal  m  H.  R,  8750  to  limit,  such  interagency  reference  has  merit. 

At  the  present  time  the  act  provides  that  after  July  1  1956  all 
construction  contracts  must  be  entered  into  by  the  local  agency,  rather 
than  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  H.  R,  8750  strikes  this  date 
and  provides  that  the  Secretary  may  undertake  construction  after 
' ,  ,  Lin  those  instances  where  no  local  organization  is  au- 

thoiized  by  State  law  to  undertake  this  responsibility.  This  is  the 
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only  feature  of  H.  R.  8750  to  which  we  are  opposed.  We  believe  it  is 
important  to  maintain  the  act’s  concept  of  local  responsibility  and 
control,  and  that  an  essential  feature  of  such  local  responsibility  and 
control  is  that  the  local  organization  has  sufficient  legal  and  financial 
status  to  undertake  the  construction  of  the  project.  To  eliminate 
this  requirement  would  open  the  door  for  the  program  to  become  a 
Federal  program  with  subordination  of  local  responsibility  and 
control. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  opportunity  of  presenting  the  views  of 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  on  these  matters  is  appreciated.  We 
respectfully  recommend  expeditious  action  by  the  committee,  looking 
forward  to  congressional  approval  prior  to  adjournment. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Triggs,  for  your  state¬ 
ment.  Are  there  questions  ? 

Senator  Hruska.  Just  this,  Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Triggs,  directing 
your  attention  to  the  last  few  lines  of  page  1  of  your  statement,  in 
there  you  indicate  that  it  appears  unfortunate  to  you  that  reservoirs 
with  storage  capacities  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  should  be  pro¬ 
hibited  by  statute  “as  is  the  case  at  present.”  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
that  is  not  the  case  at  present,  is  it,  Mr.  Triggs?  It  might  be  that 
they  woidd  be  prohibited  under  this  particular  act. 

Mr.  Triggs.  I  accept  your  correction. 

Senator  Hruska.  Would  it  not  be  a  little  more  fair  and  under¬ 
standable  to  those  who  look  at  this  whole  picture  ? 

Mr.  Triggs.  I  was  speaking  in  terms  of  a  project  under  this  act. 

Senator  Hruska.  Yes.  And,  of  course,  there  we  get  into  one  of  the 
controversial  or  certainly  one  of  the  disputed  points  in  this  as  to 
where  the  jurisdiction  of  this  act  shall  leave  off  and  something  else 
take  hold.  Is  that  not  about  the — — 

Mr.  Triggs.  As  to  the  upstream  watershed  program  and  the  down¬ 
stream  flood-control  program  there  must  be  a  line  of  control.  We 
never  have  recommended  5,000  acre-feet  as  the  place  to  draw  the  line. 
We  are  inclined  to  believe  it  is  too  small.  But  it  is  not  in  the  bill, 
and  we  are  not  recommending  any  change  except  as  provided  in 
8750. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Triggs. 

Mr.  Stewart  Brandborg,  assistant  conservation  director  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Federation. 

STATEMENT  OF  STEWART  M.  BRANDBORG,  ASSISTANT  CONSERVA¬ 
TION  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Brandborg.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Stewart  Brandborg,  assistant 
conservation  director  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation.  My  or¬ 
ganization  represents  some  3  million  lay  conservationists  who  are 
associated  with  it  through  affiliates  in  the  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  Alaska. 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation  has  a  great  interest  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act,  Public  Law  566,  as  passed  by  Congress  in  1954.  We  know 
that  soil  and  water  conservation  practices,  if  properly  integrated  with 
other  land  uses,  can  greatly  enhance  recreational  and  wildlife  benefits 
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as  well  as  increase  the  production  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
water  supplies. 

Amendment  of  Public  Law  566  is  timely  in  view  of  the  need  for 
speeding  up  the  small  watershed  program  in  a  manner  which  will 
be  consistent  with  the  high  conservation  standards  set  forth  in  its 
objectives. 

We  believe  that  the  scope  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  should  be  broadened  to  include  all  aspects  of  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of  the  water  resource.  Amendments  contained 
in  H.  R.  8750  and  S.  3023  are  needed  to  make  this  law  applicable  to 
additional  phases  of  water  conservation  so' that  local  projects  may. 
include  municipal,  industrial,  recreational,  and  wildlife  features. 

We  also  approve  the  amendments  to  remove  from  the  present  law 
the  existing  5,000  acre-feet  limitation  on  the  size  of  impoundment 
structures.  This  size  limitation  should  be  raised  in  order  to  eliminate 
the  handicaps  that  would  be  imposed  on  the  broader  multiple-use 
projects  that  could  come  under  the  law.  The  present  restriction  of 
projects  to  5,000  acre-feet  capacities  serves  as  an  obstacle  to  the  com¬ 
prehensive  development  of  resources  in  some  of  the  small  watersheds 
under  this  program.  In  these  cases  additional  storage  for  purposes 
other  than  flood  prevention  is  a  logical  part  of  the  small  watershed 
development.  Some  relief  for  this  situation  is  provided  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  H.  R.  8750,  as  passed  by  the  House,  which  would  assign 
costs  for  any  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet,  for  multiple- 
purpose  benefits  other  than  flood  prevention,  to  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion. 

It  is  also  proper  that  the  local  participating  organization  should 
not  be  made  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  flood- 
prevention  measures.  The  amendments,  as  contained  in  H.  R.  8750 
and  S.  3023,  to  eliminate  the  burden  of  expense  for  flood-control  bene¬ 
fits  from  the  shoulders  of  the  local  participants,  are  fair  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  other  Federal  legislation  as  well  as  an  inducement  for 
getting  better  land  management  practices  into  use. 

To  avoid  delay  in  getting  underway  with  the  projects  authorized 
under  this  law,  we  recommend  the  deletion  of  the  present  provision 
which  requires  approval  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  on  any  projects  over  2,500  acre-feet  capacity. 
There  is  a  definite  need  for  cutting  out  redtape  in  administration  of 
the  present  law.  This  step  is  necessary  in  order  to  reduce  the  time 
required  for  clearance  of  projects.  Similarly,  another  delay  in  acti¬ 
vating  programs  would  be  avoided  by  the  other  amendment  contained 
in  H.  R.  8750.  This  eliminates  the  requirement  of  the  present  law  that 
plans  for  works  of  improvement  involving  a  Federal  contribution  of 
less  than  $250,000  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

It  is  our  belief  that  the  effect  of  watershed  programs  carried  out 
under  Public  Law  566,  and  as  amended  by  this  bill,  will  in  9  cases  out 
of  10  be  beneficial  to  fish  and  wildlife.  But  the  benefits  to  wildlife 
and  in  public  recreational  opportunities  will  be  greater  if  planning 
for  these  resources  is  included  from  the  very  beginning  by  bringing 
the  wildlife  experts  that  are  available  in  Federal  and  State  agencies 
into  the  planning  picture. 
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H.  R.  8750,  as  explained  by  the  House  committee  report,  would  per¬ 
mit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  assist  local  organizations  in  plan¬ 
ning  and  carrying  out  measures  for  the  improvement  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life.  The  House  committee  report  also  indicates  that  one  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  committee  amendments  is  to  permit  some  degree  of  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  in  the  storage  of  water  for  irrigation,  streamflow  regulation 
and  “other  beneficial  purposes.”  As  stated  above,  the  committee  re¬ 
port  includes  “fish  and  wildlife  improvements”  as  one  of  those  bene¬ 
ficial  purposes. 

In  this  context  it  is  clear  that  H.  R.  8750,  as  passed  by  the  House, 
would  permit  the  use  of  Federal  funds  to  enhance  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  in  carrying  out  the  basic  objectives  of  the  small  watershed 
program.  The  National  Wildlife  Federation  is  gratified  by  this 
broadened  concept  and  fully  supports  these  provisions  of  the  pending 
legislation. 

Fish  and  wildlife  resources  are  in  short  supply.  The  amendment 
of  Public  Law  566,  as  proposed  by  H.  R.  8750,  would  give  the  Nation’s 
farmers  appropriate  incentive  to  build  up  the  supply  of  these  re¬ 
sources  for  their  own  enjoyment  and  economic  gain  as  well  as  for 
similar  benefits  to  the  people  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

The  administrators  of  Public  Law  566  have  been  aware  of  the  fish 
and  wildlife  opportunities  and  dangers.  Under  date  of  May  12, 1955, 
the  Administrator  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  Director 
of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  en¬ 
tered  into  a  memorandum  of  understanding  “for  the  purpose  of  en¬ 
couraging  the  coordination  and  integration  of  fish  and  wildlife  con¬ 
servation  with  works  of  improvement”  carried  out  pursuant  to  Public 
Law  566.  I  have  copies  of  that  agreement  and  ask  the  permission  of 
the  committee  that  a  copy  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  the  document  of  which  you  furnished  us  a 
copy  ? 

Mr.  Brandborg.  Yes. 

Senator  Kerr.  It  may  be  entered  in  the  record  either  at  this  point 
or  at  the  conclusion  of  your  remarks,  as  you  desire. 

Mr.  Brandborg.  Whichever  is  most  satisfactory. 

Senator  Kerr.  As  you  desire. 

Mr.  Brandborg.  I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  to  insert  it  at  this 
point  since  it  is  very  brief. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  good. 

(The  memorandum  of  understanding  referred  to  follows:) 

Memorandum  of  Understanding  Between  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  and  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Department  of 

Agriculture 

This  memorandum  is  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  the  coor¬ 
dination  and  integration  of  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  with  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  carried  out  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  of  August  4,  1954  (Public  Law  566,  83d  Cong.,  2d  sess.),  and  to 
that  end  will  provide  guidance  to  all  personnel  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

general  considerations 

I.  The  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention  projects  may  have  a  signifi¬ 
cant  effect  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  some  watersheds.  Therefore,  it  is 
agreed  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  State  fish  and  game  agencies 
may  make  such  recommendations  for  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  as  they  deem 
practical  during  the  planning  stage  of  projects  under  Public  Law  566. 
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2.  Local  organizations,  as  defined  in  Public  Law  5GG,  may  desire  to  incorporate 
measures  for  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife  in  watershed  work  plans  based 
upon  recommendations  of  State  and  Federal  agencies,  but  no  part  of  the  cost  of 
such  enhancement  measures  will  be  paid  for  from  appropriations  made  under  au¬ 
thority  of  Public  Law  56G. 

3.  Costs  of  measures  for  mitigation  of  any  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  re¬ 
sources  resulting  from  the  proposed  works  of  improvement  under  Public  Law 
566  will  be  considered  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  as  proper  costs  of  the 
projects  and  such  measures  as  are  determined  to  be  appropriate  by  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  shall  be  incorporated  in  the  watershed  work  plan. 

Tangible  benefits  or  losses  to  such  resources  shall  be  appropriately  credited 
or  charged  to  the  projects  and  intangible  benefits  and  losses  may  be  cited. 

Watershed  work  plans  should  represent  the  program  of  local  people.  The 
Soil  Conservation  Service  will  participate  in  carrying  out  only  those  elements 
of  the  project,  however,  that  are  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Public 
Law  566  and  that  it  considers  to  be  in  keeping  with  the  policies  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

PROCEDURES 

4.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  may  make  a  reconnaissance  study  of  proposed 
or  approved  watershed  projects  to  determine  (1)  the  probable  effects  of  the 
project  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  and  (2)  whether  detailed  studies  of  the 
watershed  area  aud  project  plans  are  needed  properly  to  integrate  measures  for 
conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  into  watershed  work  plans.  These  reconnais¬ 
sance  studies  shall  be  financed  from  funds  regularly  appropriated  to  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  for  river  basin  studies. 

5.  In  the  event  detailed  studies  by  the  Fish  aud  Wildlife  Service  of  certain 
projects  are  recommended  and  both  the  need  for  and  the  estimated  cost  of  mak¬ 
ing  such  studies  have  the  concurrence  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  cost 
of  such  detailed  studies  will  be  financed  by  transfer  of  funds  from  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service. 

6.  Following  the  transfer  of  funds  for  these  studies,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  shall  proceed  promptly  to  undertake  them,  in  close  consultation  with 
the  appropriate  State  fish  and  game  agencies,  the  local  offices  of  the  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Service,  and  the  representatives  of  the  local  organization.  The  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  will  keep  in  mind  at  all  times  the  objectives  of  the  local 
organization  in  the  development  of  a  watershed  project. 

7.  The  recommendations  developed  by  these  studies  will  be  given  full  consid¬ 
eration  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  will  be  presented  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  local  organization  in  developing  the  watershed  work  plan. 

8.  This  memorandum  of  understanding  will  be  implemented  by  periodic  agree¬ 
ment  for  transfer  of  funds  and  arrangements  for  specific  work. 

Gladwin  Young, 

Acting  Administrator ,  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

May  12, 1955. 

John  L.  Farley, 

Director,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

May  24, 1955. 

Mr.  Brandborg.  The  procedure  agreed  to  by  the  Administrators  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  as  those  provided  for  in  the  so-called  Coordination 
Act  of  August  14, 1946  (Public  Law  732,  70th  Cong.). 

The  Coordination  Act  is,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  many  millions 
of  hunters  and  fishermen  and  other  people  interested  in  wildlife  con¬ 
servation,  a  very  important  law.  It  provides  that  before  Federal  im¬ 
poundments  or  water-diversion  projects  are  finally  authorized  or 
construction  commences,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  with  the  help 
of  the  State  game  and  fish  department  shall  take  a  good  look  at  the 
probable  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

It  further  authorizes  the  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  to  prepare  re¬ 
ports  on  those  effects  and  to  make  recommendations  for  mitigation  of 
losses,  if  any.  Through  the  exercise  of  the  Coordination  Act,  poten¬ 
tially  severe  fish  and  wildlife  losses  have  been  prevented  in  many 
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instances.  In  other  instances,  opportunities  have  been  disclosed 
wherein  new  habitat  was  developed. 

The  Coordination  Act  presently  applies  to  all  projects  constructed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  or  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  It  also 
applies  to  projects  for  which  the  Federal  Power  Commission  issues 
permits.  It  would  not  apply  to  works  under  Public  Law  566  because 
the  watershed  projects  would  be  constructed  by  local  agencies  and  not 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

I  would  like  to  recommend  that  development  projects  under  this 
small  watershed  law  be  brought  under  the  Coordination  Act  by  add¬ 
ing  the  following  amendment  to  the  bill  under  consideration  today : 

The  planning  and  construction  of  projects  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  act 
shall  be  subject  to  all  procedural  requirements  and  other  provisions  of  the  act 
of  August  14, 1946  (  60  Stat.  1080) . 

This  would  make  permanent  the  present  working  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice.  We  know  the  Congress  and  all  agencies  and  parties  involved  do 
not  wish  to  overlook  an  opportunity  to  protect  the  wildlife  resources. 
This  amendment  would  be  a  simple  guaranty  against  such  oversight. 

The  long-term  provisions  of  II.  R.  8750  favor  greater  participation 
by  local  sponsoring  groups  and  accordingly  would  permit  a  wider  and 
more  general  application  of  the  land-use  benefits  of  the  law.  It  also 
appears  that  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
should  be  allowed  to  participate  in  the  programs  carried  out  under 
this  law. 

I  wish  to  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  here  today. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Brandborg. 

Are  there  questions  ? 

(No  response.) 

Senator  Kerr.  That  completes  the  scheduled  list  of  witnesses.  I 
see  that  the  name  of  C.  R.  Gutermuth  has  been  added.  How  much  of 
a  statement,  Mr.  Gutermuth,  do  you  have? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  My  whole  statement  I  think  could  be  given  in 
about  3  minutes. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  good.  We  will  hear  you,  and  I  want  to  ask 
Mr.  Allen  some  questions  afterward. 

STATEMENT  OF  C.  R.  GUTERMUTH,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  WILDLIFE 

MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  I  might  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  had  written 
to  the  chairman  of  the  full  committee,  perhaps  in  error,  indicating  that 
I  wanted  to  appear,  and  perhaps  the  letter  did  not  reach  the  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee. 

My  name  is  C.  R.  Gutermuth.  I  am  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife 
Management  Institute,  a  national  nonprofit  membership  organiza¬ 
tion  dedicated  to  the  improved  management  and  proper  utilization  of 
all  renewable  natural  resources  in  the  public  interest. 

In  addition,  I  am  a  member  of  the  5-man  committee  that  was 
charged  with  the  responsibility  of  staging  the  National  Watershed 
Congress  that  was  held  here  in  Washington  the  past  2  years,  and 
which  brought  together  in  each  of  those  2  conferences  more  than  300 
farmers  and  ranchers  and  members  of  local  soil -conservation  dis- 
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tricts  from  all  parts  of  the  country  for  a  2-day  discussion  of  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
Public  Law  566. 

At  the  last  Watershed  Congress  on  December  5  and  6,  which  was  a 
grassroots  meeting,  those  who  are  intimately  involved  in  carrying  out 
the  practices  and  programs  authorized  under  this  small  watershed 
act  brought  out  in  their  discussions  certain  weaknesses  in  the  new 
law  that  are  preventing  its  full  application.  We,  therefore,  feel  that 
the  known  shortcomings  should  be  remedied  immediately. 

While  we  think  that  the  Poage  bill,  H.  E.  8750,  should  be  enacted 
by  the  Senate  without  delay,  the  Institute  still  feels  that  the  5,000- 
acre-foot  limitation  in  Public  Law  566  should  be  removed  completely. 

During  the  hearing  in  the  House,  we  asked  for  that  one  additional 
amendment  to  H.  E.  8750,  and  if  that  limitation  is  not  removed,  then 
it  means  just  this:  All  of  those  local  projects  will  be  built  and  there¬ 
after  controlled  by  the  Federal  Government.  Even  so,  the  Poage 
bill  would  broaden  the  present  law  sufficiently  to  remove  most  of  the 
public  criticism,  and  would  permit  the  full  watershed  treatment  that 
was  envisioned  by  the  sponsors  and  supporters  of  the  original  pro¬ 
posal.  All  of  these  amendments  really  are  needed,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  attain  more  complete  absorption  of  rainfall  by  the  land,  and  to 
help  prevent  disastrous  flash  runoffs  that  destroy  soil  fertility,  real 
property,  and  human  life. 

If  those  obstacles  are  not  removed,  they  will  keep  the  local  groups 
across  the  Nation  from  getting  started  with  their  work.  On  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1956,  there  were  2,647  soil-conservation  districts  in  operation. 
Their  programs  embrace  about  982,671,000  acres  of  land  in  farms  and 
ranches  and  more  than  4,841,000  farms.  This  means  that  about  90 
percent  of  the  farms  and  85  percent  of  the  total  land  in  farms  are  in 
districts. 

Those  are  impressive  figures,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  most  of  the  people 
in  those  districts  contend  that  this  one  other  handicap  should  be  re¬ 
moved.  The  Poage  bill,  so  we  understand,  does  not  remove  the  5,000- 
acre-foot  limitation  completely,  and  the  committee  is  urged  to  give 
further  consideration  to  that  part  of  the  Clements  (Barkley)  bill,  S. 
3023.  There  are  many  projects,  either  proposed  or  in  partial  stages 
of  development  throughout  the  country,  where  this  limitation  is  a 
distinct  roadblock  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  full  intent  of  the  law. 

As  an  example,  there  are  municipalities  that  could  provide  addi¬ 
tional  flood-control  protection  in  their  municipal  water  supply  reser¬ 
voirs  if  there  were  no  limitation  on  the  size  of  the  authorized  impound¬ 
ments. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  as  I  understand  the  Poage  bill,  it  places  no 
limitation  upon  the  reservoir  above  the  5,000  acre-feet  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  than  strictly  flood  control,  does  it? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  That  is  right.  As  I  understand  the  bill,  it  places 
no  actual  limitation.  They  can  go  ahead  and  build  them,  provided, 
of  course - 

Senator  Kerr.  Then  the  example  you  use  where  municipalities  can 
provide  additional  flood-control  protection  in  their  municipal  water 
supply  reservoirs — they  can  do  that  under  the  Poage  bill,  can  they  not? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  They  can  do  that  under  the  Poage  bill  provided 
they  pay  the  cost.  The  point  or  the  position  that  we  take  is  this,  Mr. 
Chairman - 
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Senator  Kerr.  All  right,  proceed. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  With  the  tremendous  amount  of  flood  prevention 
and  flood-control  activities  that  are  done  under  direct  Federal  spon¬ 
sorship  in  this  country,  we  simply  cannot  understand  why,  when  in 
these  small  projects  additional  flood  prevention  could  be  provided - 

Senator  Kerr.  How  much  additional  storage  can  you  provide  be¬ 
fore  it  is  no  longer  one  of  these  small  projects? 

Mr.  Gutermutii.  It  was  brought  out,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  in  the 
House  hearings  that  if  this  limitation  of  5,000  acre-feet  was  raised,  for 
example,  to  something  like  30,000  acre-feet  it  then  woidd  permit  under 
that  ceiling  or  maximum  all  of  the  local  development  in  which  we 
are  concerned.  And  it  still  would  not  interfere  in  any  sense  of  the 
word  with  what  we  call  the  dam-building  activities  of  the  Army  en¬ 
gineers  or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right.  You  may  proceed  with  your  statement. 

Mr.  Gutermutii.  Then,  there  are  other  cases  where  an  increase  in 
the  authorized  size  of  the  impoundments  would  permit  the  storage 
of  more  water  than  could  be  used  to  help  maintain  more  uniform 
stream  flows  during  summer  months.  Such  features  would  have  mul¬ 
tiple  benefits,  and  would  be  of  inestimable  value  to  sport  fisheries  and 
to  other  forms  of  outdoor  recreation  on  streams  helow  impoundments. 

That  5,000-acre-foot  limitation  obviously  was  written  into  Public 
Law  566  to  satisfy  the  Corps  of  Engineers  which  does  not  want  any 
other  agency  to  encroach  upon  its  dam-building  prerogatives.  As  has 
been  stated  time  and  again :  “If  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  this  re¬ 
striction  is  so  detrimental  to  the  small  watershed  program,  it  would 
be  amusing  to  see  the  corps  worrying  about  such  tiny  structures.” 
The  Army  has  not  built  more  than  5  or  6  of  those  little  dams  in  a 
half-century  of  civil  functions.  Millions  of  people  across  the  country 
have  a  personal  stake  in  the  small- watershed  program,  and  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  understand  why  all  of  those  local  projects  must  be  built, 
operated,  and  managed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

There  was  a  lot  of  discussion  in  the  House  hearing  on  the  need  for 
having  the  Federal  Government  pay  the  cost  of  flood-control  struc¬ 
tures.  Some  of  that  testimony  was  interesting  indeed.  There  is 
one  inexorable  fact,  however;  the  members  of  the  local  districts  that 
are  above  the  impoundments  cannot  see  where  they  get  any  pro¬ 
tection  or  benefits  from  flood-control  works  that  are  below  them  in 
a  watershed,  and  it  will  not  be  easy  to  get  them  to  pick  up  the  check 
on  those  essential  parts  of  local  projects. 

We  urge  the  committee  to  report  a  bill  that  will  provide  the  urgently 
needed  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act,  and  in  so  doing,  we  respectfully  request  that  you  give 
further  consideration  to  the  removing  of  that  5,000-acre-foot  limita¬ 
tion. 

We  wish  to  compliment  the  chairman  in  his  quickness  in  detecting 
the  inconsistency  from  prevailing  practices  in  the  suggestion  that 
was  made  here  this  morning  that  these  particular  local  groups  which 
are  striving  to  get  good  land  management  practices  in  operation  on 
the  land  should  be  charged  with  the  cost  of  developments  that  may 
enhance  their  property  value.  Certainly  that  is  not  being  done  in  the 
case  of  highways  and  navigation,  flood  prevention,  and  many  other 
Federal  works.  We  do  not  think  that  this  is  the  time  to  start. 
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Certainly  we  are  in  favor  of  the  idea,  if  the  time  ever  comes  when 
such  a  thing  can  be  applied  uniformly  across  the  country.  If  it 
applied  to  all  of  the  people,  that  might  be  something  else. 

A  couple  of  other  things  that  I  would  like  to  comment  on  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  Army  this  morning  objected  to  the  removal  of 
that  terminal  date  of  July  1,  1956.  Now,  it  was  brought  out  this 
morning  that  they  do  not  at  this  time  know  of  any  projects  that 
would  be  blocked  by  leaving  this  date  in  the  law.  But  I  submit  that 
there  may  be  some  project  that  we  have  overlooked,  and  I  certainly 
would  hate  to  see  this  one  little  safeguard  removed.  If  we  should  in 
the  future  run  into  cases  where  this  date  is  going  to  be  a  hindrance, 
then  certainly  I  think  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  have  it  held  up  because 
the  date  had  expired. 

I  noticed  one  other  thing  in  the  statement  by  General  Itschner  this 
morning.  He  brought  out  the  fact  that  he  thought  the  local  group 
should  be  required  to  employ  professional  engineers.  Now,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  all  of  the  engineering  work  by  these  local 
groups  and  in  these  local  projects  has  been  done  as  one  of  the  technical 
services  that  is  provided  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  so  certainly 
they  are  getting  engineering  assistance. 

Now,  we  never  have  questioned  the  efficiency  and  competency  of 
the  engineering  activities  of  the  Army  engineers,  and  I  am  somewhat 
disappointed  to  see  in  this  statement  by  the  Army  any  inference  or 
question  raised  that  the  engineering  services  that  have  been  provided 
in  this  local  work,  and  that  are  contemplated  herein  are  inefficient. 

The  other  comment  that  I  wanted  to  make  was  with  regard  to  the 
Army  engineers’  statement  wherein  the  corps  objects  to  the  fact  that 
H.  It.  8750  would  remove  the  committee  and  congressional  approval 
on  projects  of  less  than  $250,000.  Now,  it  is  my  understanding,  and 
I  believe  it  was  brought  out  here  this  morning  that  the  corps  has 
been  before  Congress  and  got  its  limitation  raised  to  $250,000  on  its 
projects — - — 

Senator  Kerr.  I  think  in  justice  to  the  Engineers  I  should  call  the 
witness’  attention  to  the  fact  and  put  it  in  the  record  that  that  in¬ 
crease  was  not  brought  about  on  the  initiative  of  the  Engineers. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Well,  that  may  be.  These  are  not  charges,  Mr. 
Chairman,  against  the  Army  engineers. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Not  in  any  sense  of  the  word. 

Senator  Kerr.  But  I  felt  the  record  should  reflect  that. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  My  thought  is  simply  this :  That  if  Congress  in 
its  wisdom  has  seen  fit  to  say  to  the  Army  engineers,  “Yes,  you  can 
go  ahead  on  projects  of  less  than  $250,000,”  then  certainly  very  care¬ 
ful  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  request  that  these  small  pro¬ 
jects  be  taken  out  from  under  any  of  the  so-called  delaying  provisions 
that  were  written  into  Public  Law  566  originally.  Certainly  those 
things  have  in  some  ways  slowed  down  the  starting  of  this  work,  and 
we  would  like  to  get  those  local  projects  expedited. 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Gutermuth,  for  a  very 
excellent  statement. 

I  understand  Mr.  Rittenoure  has  an  observation  he  would  like  to 
make. 


AMEND  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT  101 

FURTHER  STATEMENT  0E  LAWRENCE  RITTENOURE,  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  SOIL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  I  made  mention 
of  a  practical  instance  of  a  small  watershed  in  our  own  county  of 
Sedgwick,  Ivans.,  the  Anndale  district,  of  16,000  acres,  which  is  in 
the  process  of  being  formed,  and  their  application  will  be  coming  in 
here  in  due  time. 

I  wonder  if  this  committee  realizes  the  work  that  is  done  right 
there  on  the  ground?  I  am  referring  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Serv¬ 
ice  party.  I  am  referring  to  the  fact  that  our  State  conservationist 
has  an  assistant  who  is  in  charge  of  all  the  watershed  work  to  be  done 
in  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  this  is  typical,  of  course,  of  each  State. 

Now,  in  the  case  of  the  Anndale  district,  in  the  process  of  organiza¬ 
tion  and  in  the  process  of  making  its  applications  here  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  we  have  a  visit  from  this  kind  of  a  group : 

The  assistant  State  conservationist  is  the  head  of  the  watershed 
party.  Accompanying  him  are  an  economist,  a  hydrologist,  a  geolo¬ 
gist,  a  planning  engineer.  Then  fish  and  wildlife  are  represented  by 
one  or  more.  And  the  forestry  department  is  represented. 

These  men,  together  with  our  local  technicians,  or  work  unit  con¬ 
servationists  as  we  commonly  speak  of  them,  go  over  the  ground  when 
they  decide  whether  or  not  that  application  should  be  forwarded  on 
to  Washington. 

Now,  I  submit,  gentlemen,  that  here  is  a  transaction  involving  not 
so  very  much  money,  and  that  portion  of  it  which  will  be  paid  by  the 
local  landowners,  which  will  be  a  very  substantial  portion  of  the  total, 
is  very  precious  to  them.  They  are  going  to  see  to  it  that  their  dol¬ 
lars  combined  with  the  dollars  of  Uncle  Sam  are  well  spent. 

I  submit,  gentlemen,  that  it  is  rather  ridiculous  that  this  applica¬ 
tion  should  have  to  go  before  the  Army  engineers  after  it  passes 
through  all  the  technicians  here,  and  then,  of  course,  after  that,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  As  a  taxpayer,  I  contend  that  it  is  a  waste 
of  our  taxpayers’  money. 

Here  is  ample  technical  and  engineering  ability  to  handle  it  with¬ 
out  help  from  the  Army  engineers,  and  I  think  they  have  their  hands 
full.  I  think  they  Dave  a  big  job  to  do  all  the  things  that  are  ahead 
of  them  for  this  country.  We  contend  in  the  National  Association 
of  Soil  Conservation  Districts  that  we  have  our  hands  full.  We  do 
not  want  to  mess  with  them;  we  do  not  want  them  messing  up  our 
end  of  it  and  delaying  us. 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Rittenoure,  is  it  your  understanding  that  the 
Army  engineers  redo  the  work,  recompute  it,  send  out  their  own 
field  party  ? 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  They  check  it  very  carefully. 

Senator  Hruska.  Do  they  check  the  same  things  which  the  original 
party  which  worked  on  this  project  did  ? 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  As  I  understand  it,  they  have  complained  that 
the  reason  that  they  have  been  holding  up  these  first  applications,  Mr. 
Senator,  is  due  to  their  claim  that  not  enough  technical  information 
lias  been  submitted  to  them  for  them  to  pass  judgment.  I  contend 
that  we  do  not  need  their  judgment. 
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Senator  Hruska.  Well,  I  am  asking  now  whether  their  judgment  is 
upon  the  economic  justification  and  upon  the  engineering  and  upon 
the  other  aspects  of  the  project  as  contrasted  with  the  effect  of  that 
project  upon  works  of  their  own  which  might  be  located  further  down¬ 
stream.  In  other  words,  is  it  something  by  way  of  pure  duplication 
of  work  already  done? 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  I  consider  it,  yes,  this  will  be. 

Senator  Hruska.  Or  is  it  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  effect 
upon  other  aspects  which  are  not  considered  by  the  individual  work 
party? 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  The  effect  can  only  be  beneficial  of  this  particular 
watershed. 

Senator  Hruska.  To  the  area  which  it  covers,  but  as  testified  by 
General  Itschner  this  morning  sometimes  the  construction  of  that 
project  together  with  many  other  similar  projects  does  make  an  im¬ 
pact  upon  the  larger  structures  further  downstream. 

Now,  my  question  is :  Are  they  not  more  particularly  concerned  with 
that  phase  of  it  rather  than  the  minutia  which  you  referred  to  a  little 
bit  ago? 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  I  believe  they  are  concerning  themselves  with  the 
minutia. 

Senator  IIruska.  If  they  are,  I  would  see  some  merit  to  your  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Hruska.  I  would  like  to  explore  that  further  with  others, 
because  I  do  not  think  duplication  lies,  but  I  would  not  want  to  fore¬ 
close  them  for  a  minute  from  other  aspects  of  engineering  problems 
which  arise  thereby  and  which  cannot  of  necessity  be  covered  by  the 
work  party  to  which  you  referred. 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  I  agree  with  that.  However,  I  would  point  out  in 
every  case  I  believe  watershed  work  will  slow  down  the  runoff,  it 
will  even  out  the  streamflow,  and  in  no  case  can  I  conceive - 

Senator  Hruska.  Well,  Mr.  Eittenoure,  personally  I  am  not  an 
engineer,  but  I  would  not  want  to  invade  the  other  guy’s  field  and  say, 
“You  should  not  be  bothered  with  this,  because  I  think  you’re  all 
right.”  Don’t  you  see?  I  think  he  ought  to  be  given  his  due,  just 
like  the  work  party  to  which  you  refer  should  be. 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  I  believe  it  was  a  wise  man  who  said  centuries  ago, 
“Men  stumble  not  over  mountains  but  over  molehills.”  These  small 
watersheds  are  molehills,  and  we  of  the  national  association  feel  that 
the  Army  engineers  should  not  be  stumbling  over  them.  Neither  do 
we  want  to  impair  their  useful  work. 

Senator  Hruska.  Mr.  Eittenoure,  it  is  very  evident  you  are  familiar 
with  the  mechanics  of  these  things,  and  I  therefore  do  ask  you  this 
question :  Now,  the  soil-conservation  engineers  and  other  technical 
men,  are  they  concerned  with  the  actual  building  of  any  of  these  struc¬ 
tures?  Do  they  supervise  the  actual  construction? 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  Oh,  yes.  They  certainly  will.  We  will  depend 
upon  them  in  our  watershed  districts  in  our  State  and  all  over  the 
United  States.  We  will  depend  on  them  to  supervise  the  construction. 

Senator  Hruska.  So  that  as  the  contract  proceeds  and  as  the  con¬ 
struction  proceeds - 

Mr.  Eittenoure.  Eight. 
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Senator  Hruska.  They  have  men  there  who  see  that  the  neces¬ 
sary — v- 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Right. 

Senator  Hruska.  Outlines  are  followed,  the  degree  of  compaction, 
for  example,  in  the  dams,  and  the  installation  of  all  fixtures?  They 
are  there  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Right.  Row,  2  years  ago  this  month  I  came  back 
here  to  Washington  with  the  superintendent  of  schools  of  a  school 
district  suburban  to  the  city  of  Wichita.  They  happened  to  be  in 
what  is  termed  a  critical  area  due  to  military  construction  work  there. 
And  so  they  were  entitled  to  financial  assistance.  It  wasn’t  more  than 
a  comparatively  simple  matter  to  obtain  the  grant  of  $128,000  to  which 
they  were  entitled  under  the  law. 

Now,  then,  in  the  expenditure  of  that  $128,000,  the  district  together 
with  their  own  $225,000  did  that  by  letting  the  contract,  employing 
their  own  engineer,  but  all  the  time  the  Government’s  investment  of 
$128,00  was  protected  by  representatives  of  the  Federal  Housing  Ad¬ 
ministration,  or,  rather,  the  Department  of  Education.  And  a  sub¬ 
sequent  grant  of  another  $95,000  was  expended  this  same  way. 

But  the  whole  procedure  was  so  much  simpler,  gentlemen,  than  it 
is  for  use  in  a  case  of  a  watershed  district.  That  is  the  point  I  wish 
to  make. 

Now,  that  application  for  funds  for  that  school  district  did  not  go 
through  Army  engineers  or  the  Housing  Administrator  or  a  lot  of 
other  agencies.  It  was  not  necessary. 

Senator  Hruska.  It  went  through  the  Department  of  Health,  Ed¬ 
ucation,  and  Welfare,  did  it  not? 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Yes;  and  that  was  a  comparatively  simple  pro¬ 
cedure.  And  I  think  this  should  be  reduced  to  the  same  thing. 

I  believe  Mr.  Allen,  however,  has  already  pointed  out  to  you  that 
the  fears  of  the  gentleman  from  the  Rio  Grande  Valley  are  based  on 
misinformation.  Instead  of  the  watershed  work  holding  back  water 
from  his  big  reservoir,  it  is  going  to  put  clean  water  there.  Instead 
of  water  laden  with  topsoil  that  is  going  to  ruin  his  reservoir  in  time, 
he  will  have  clean  water  if  all  the  watersheds  above  were  to  receive 
this  treatment.  If  Mr.  Parish  doubts  that,  then  he  should  go  upstream 
on  the  Rio  Grande  to  the  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir.  Then  he  should 
go  upstream  still  further  to  the  city  of  Albuquerque  and  see  the  stream 
bed  which  by  reason  of  siltation  now  is  at  an  elevation  greater  than 
the  dikes  that  used  to  go  along  the  sides  of  the  stream.  Then  he  can 
come  on  up  into  Colorado  and  look  at  the  John  Martin  Reservoir  on 
the  Big  Arkansas.  He  will  see  a  tremendous  amount  of  siltation 
that  has  occurred  in  15  years’  time — only  15  years. 

So  if  Mr.  Parish  wants  a  reservoir  on  the  Rio  Grande  that  is  going 
to  have  a  useful  life  of  500  years  or  1,000  years,  if  you  please,  he  should 
be  asking  for  II.  R.  8750  and  all  the  watershed  work  he  can  get  instead 
of  raising  objections  to  it.  His  testimony  is  based  on  a  lack  of  informa¬ 
tion,  gentlemen. 

And  the  same  way  with  the  reservoir  under  construction  now  on 
the  Blue  River  in  Kansas.  That  flows  out  of  this  gentleman’s  State 
of  Nebraska.  There  are  6  million  acres  in  the  watershed.  The  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service  has  shown  this,  gentlemen,  by  a  careful  5- 
year  study  of  the  flow  of  the  Blue  River  in  Kansas — and  their  study 
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was  made  at  a  point  just  upstream  from  where  this  Tuttle  Creek 
Reservoir  is  under  construction — their  study,  gentlemen,  showed  that 
when  the  streamflow  of  the  Blue  River  is  2,000  acre-feet  a  day  the 
sediment  load  is  2,000  tons  a  day.  But  when  the  streamflow  was  up 
10  times  to  20,000  acre-feet  a  day,  the  sediment  load  was  upped  100 
times  to  200,000  tons  a  day.  That  means  that  unless  the  6  million  acres 
of  the  Blue  River  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska  receive  full  watershed  and 
soil  conservation  treatment  that  that  200,000  tons  per  day  of  sedi¬ 
ment  load  are  going  in  to  fill  in  that  $100  million  reservoir. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  denude  a  lot  of  upstream  areas  in  Kansas  and 
Nebraska  of  their  soil? 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  Right.  Right.  Which  they  cannot  spare. 

Senator  Hruska.  Of  course,  Mr.  Rittenoure,  I  appreciate  what  you 
say  about  sediment  and  that  sort  of  thing,  but  out  in  Texas  I  under¬ 
stood  the  complaint  was  with  reference  to  those  retention  reservoirs 
which  have  no  outlet  and  which  simply  impound  the  water  and  allow 
it  to  evaporate,  and  that  it  is  the  sum  total  of  all  of  those  things  which 
results  in  the  reduction  of  flow  of  water  at  a  given  point  in  the  stream 
even  though  the  rainfall  in  that  area  is  the  same  now  as  it  was  20  years 
ago.  Where  there  are  outlets  and  where  there  is  a  retention  and  a 
regulation  of  flow  that  is  one  thing. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  That  is  the  only  kind  that  we  are  doing. 

Senator  Hruska.  Well,  those  are  not  the  ones  to  which  he  is  refer¬ 
ring.  He  referred  in  his  statement,  as  I  remember  it,  to  those  in¬ 
stances  where  the  reservoirs  are  for  detention  purposes  only  and  which 
have  no  outlet  at  all,  and  they  impound  to  the  full  capacity  of  which 
they  are  capable,  and  the  w7ater  just  stays  put  and  evaporates. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  I  do  not  believe  they  were  ever  constructed  under 
Public  Law  566. 

Senator  Hruska.  He  does  not  say  that  they  were. 

Senator  Kerr.  There  has  not  been  any  constructed  under  566. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  No. 

Senator  Hruska.  What  he  wants  to  do  is  anticipate  the  damage 
which  will  flow  from  construction  of  such  structures  under  Public 
Law  566,  don’t  you  see,  and  that  is  a  different  situation  than  the  one 
to  which  you  refer. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  There  again  his  fears  are  baseless,  because  I  do 
not  think  anything  of  the  kind  has  ever  been  contemplated  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service.  I  am  satisfied  that  it  has  not. 

Senator  Hruska.  Well,  perhaps  not,  but  he  has  a  case  here  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned — on  the  basis  of  the  figures  which  he  has 
given.  Now,  maybe  he  does  not  understand  yoUr  situation  and  he  is 
talking  about  a  different  set  of  facts  than  those  which  you  contem¬ 
plate.  But  I  would  not  wTant  to  discount  his  statement  too  lightly. 

Mr.  Rittenoure.  I  would  point  this  out:  That  even  with  evapora¬ 
tion  still  he  will  probably  get  more  downstream  flow  than  if  those 
reservoirs  were  not  in  existence.  After  all,  our  whole  watershed 
program  is  simply  slowing  down  the  runoff.  And  what  has  been 
done  in  the  watershed  of  the  Sandstone  Creek  of  Oklahoma  so  suc¬ 
cessfully,  as  Mr.  Allen  pointed  out,  is  simply  to  try  to  do  what  nature 
was  doing  for  us  when  the  Indian  and  the  buffalo  were  still  inhabiting 
this  country.  And  that  is  really  what  our  objective  is. 

As  Charles  Kettering  has  said,  science  is  merely  trying  to  find  out 
how  nature  does  things.  And  that  is  really  our  objective  in  this  case: 
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Slow  down  the  runoff  of  water,  and  you’ll  wind  up  with  streams 
evened  out  in  flow,  and,  as  you  have  there  on  the  Sandstone  Creek, 
in  3  years  of  record  drought,  with  only  60  percent  of  rainfall,  they 
have  avoided  flood  damage,  they  have  evened  out  the  streamflow, 
they  have  a  return  of  fishing  and  wildlife  because  there  is  water  and 
cover  available  to  them  365  days  of  the  year.  The  bottomland  which 
was  flooded  once  to  three  times  every  year  is  now  back  into  production 
again  because  it  is  protected. 

And  so  really,  gentlemen,  the  Army  engineers  instead  of  bothering 
with  these  multitude  of  little  watersheds  ought  to  be  here  urging  the 
passage  of  H.  R.  8750  and  should  be  saying,  “More  power  to  you 
gentlemen.  We  need  it  for  the  long  life  of  these  reservoirs.” 

Senator  Kerr.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Allen  about  three  questions. 

If  H.  R.  8750  is  passed,  can  you  explain  to  the  committee  how 
a  local  project  that  would  have  5,000  acre-feet,  for  flood  control  and 
20,000  acre- feet  for  municipal  water  supply  would  be  built?  That 
is,  who  would  plan  the  engineering  on  it?  Who  woidd  let  the  con¬ 
tract  on  it?  And  whose  money  would  pay  for  it?  And  how  would 
that  money  be  obtained? 

FURTHER  STATEMENT  OF  HARRAL  ALIEN,  OKLAHOMA  ASSO¬ 
CIATION  OF  SOIL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS 

Mr.  Allen.  Senator,  as  I  understand  it,  the  5,000  acre-foot  flood 
storage  would  be  paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes;  but  would  not  the  reservoir  be  built  so  as  to 
hold  25,000  acre-feet? 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  would  not  build  two - 

Mr.  Allen.  No,  no.  You  build  one  structure,  which  has  a  capacity 
of  25,000  acre-feet  behind  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes. 

Mr.  Allen.  Of  that  cost,  the  5,000  acre-foot  limitation — or  I  mean 
the  5,000  acre-feet  for  flood  prevention  storage — would  be  paid  for 
by  the  Federal  Government.  The  rest  of  it  would  be  paid  for  by 
the  local  people. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  as  I  understood  the  bill,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  was  going  to  pay  for  all  of  it  and  get  reimbursement  from  the 
local  people  for  20,000  acre-feet  of  municipal  water  impounded. 

Mr.  Allen.  That  thought  does  not  occur  to  me  as  having  been  in 
the  original  bill.  It  has  been  injected  in  the  thinking  today,  and  I 
think  it  is  good. 

Senator  Kerr.  Under  the  bill,  would  it  be  paid  for  by  borrowed 
money  obtained  under  the  provision  of  the  bill  authorizing  loans  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  It  could  be  paid  for  by  cash  if  they  had  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  understand,  but  could  it  be  paid  for  by  loan  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  It  could  be  paid  for  by  borrowing  the  money  from  the 
Federal  Government.  It  could  be  paid  for  by  their  own  bond  issues, 
if  they  wished,  and  supplying  the  cash. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes.  Well,  now,  who  would  let  that  contract? 
Would  the  local  conservation  district  or  the  water  conservancy  dis¬ 
trict,  or  would  the  municipality  that  is  going  to  own  that  storage 
capacity  ?  Who  would  let  that  contract  ? 
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Mr.  A dlen.  I  can  speak  only  to  what  I  think  the  law  would  pro¬ 
vide  in  Oklahoma.  The  conservancy  district  is  empowered  to  deal 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Under  Oklahoma  law,  and  I 
believe  you  will  also  find  that  under  Oklahoma  law  the  municipality 
is  also  empowered  to  deal  with  the  Federal  Government  and  probably 
in  a  case  where  you  had  a  municipal  storage  behind  the  dam  the 
conservancy  district  would  cooperate  with  the  city  in  taking  care 
of  their  particular  end  of  it.  The  city  would  do  their  part,  and  it 
would  be  a  cooperative  effort  between  the  two  agencies. 

As  I  understand,  the  city  of  Duncan  is  carrying  on  a  project  of 
that  sort  on  the  Washita  River.  And  we  have  with  us  I  believe  Mr. 
Carl  Brown.  Might  I  ask  Carl  to  help  answer  that  question? 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes.  I  would  like  to  get  it  in  the  record,  not  only 
because  of  the  possibility  that  it  would  provide  me  information  that 
I  do  not  have  but  also  on  account  of  the  fact  that  there  might  be 
others  that  would  be  curious  about  it. 

Will  you  give  your  name? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  am  Carl  Brown,  Director  of  the  Planning  Division 
of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Mr.  Allen.  Will  you  use  the  example  of  the  city  of  Duncan  to 
answer  the  Senator’s  question? 

Mr.  Brown.  We  have  a  case  as  a  part  of  the  Washita  flood  preven¬ 
tion  project - 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  under  Public  Law  566? 

Mr.  Brown.  No,  that  is  one  of  the  original  11  projects. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  is  what  I  thought. 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Who  lets  that  contract? 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  that  contract,  as  I  will  explain,  is  being  let  by 
the  city  of  Duncan,  and  this  is  the  first  case  where  we  have  had  a 
situation  in  which  municipal  water  supply  is  the  dominant  purpose  of 
a  reservoir.  And  in  this  instance  the  reservoir  will  be  approximately 
16,000  acre-feet  in  capacity,  of  which  the  flood-prevention  storage  will 
be  less  than  5,000  acre-feet. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  be  paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  flood  prevention  part  of  it  will  be  paid  for  by  the 
Federal  Government.  The  municipal  storage  will  be  paid  for  entirely 
by  the  municipality. 

Senator  Kerr.  Will  it  be  built  by  a  single  contractor  as  a  result  of 
bid  on  the  total  project? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir;  on  the  total  project.  The  contract  will  be 
let  by  the  city  of  Duncan,  and  the  Federal  Government  will  make 
available  to  the  city  its  share  of  the  total  cost  based  on  the  allocation 
to  flood  control. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  who  will  operate  that  project  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  The  city  of  Duncan. 

Senator  Kerr.  Let  us  suppose  this  hill  were  amended  to  where  the 
city  of  Duncan  would  have  access  to  a  program  under  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  paid  the  flood-control  part  of  the  cost  as  it  is  in 
the  project  you  refer  to  and  advanced  the  money  to  the  city  of  Duncan 
to  pay  for  the  portion  of  the  project  that  is  allocated  to  impoundment 
of  water  for  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir. 
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Senator  Kerr.  Do  you  envision  the  same  procedure  with  reference 
to  the  letting  of  the  contract  as  is  the  case  under  the  present  law  ap¬ 
plicable  to  that  project? 

Mr.  Brown.  We  do,  Senator.  We  envision  that  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  H.  K.  8750  that  is  exactly  how  it  would  operate:  That  the 
city  in  that  case  would  let  the  contract.  The  Federal  Government 
would  put  up  the  share  of  the  cost  which  is  allocable  to  flood  control. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  now,  let’s  say  that  it  was  a  project  where  there 
were  5,000  acre- feet  of  the  project  for  flood  control  and  10,000  acre- 
feet.  for  irrigation  and  10,000  acre- feet  for  municipal  water  supply. 

Mr.  Browtn.  Well,  sir,  the  contract  would  still  have  to  be  let  by  a 
local  organization,  and  in  such  a  case  as  that  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
coming  to  agreement— — - 

Senator  Kerr.  Between  them  ? 

Mr.  Brown  (continuing).  Between  the  conservancy  district  and 
the  municipality  in  Oklahoma  as  to  which  one  was  going  to  let  the 
contract. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  the  irrigation  district? 

Mr.  Brown.  That  is  right;  ves,  sir.  They  would  decide  among 
themselves  as  to  which  one  would  be  the  contracting  agent.  But  in 
no  event  would  it  be  the  Government. 

Senator  Kerr.  Very  good. 

Mr.  Brown.  And  I  might  also  add  to  that,  Senator,  with  reference 
to  the  engineering  on  this  project — and  we  would  contemplate  it 
would  be  the  same  under  566 — that  wherever  there  is  a  municipal 
water  supply  involved  we  would  require  the  municipality  to  employ 
consulting  engineers  to  design  that  part  of  the  project  for  municipal 
water  supply  and  to  work  with  our  engineers  in  the  overall  design. 

Senator  Kerr.  With  the  engineers  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Division  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir;  and  in  carrying  out  the  actual  construction 
we  would  have  our  representative,  our  inspector,  you  might  say, 
on  the  construction  job.  We  would  expect  the  municipality  or  the 
conservancy  district  to  have  their  inspector  on  the  job  so  both  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  interest  and  their  interest  were  protected  in  assuring  that 
the  construction  was  in  accordance  with  the  specifications. 

Senator  Kerr.  All  right.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  another  question,  Mr.  Allen.  I  take  it  that  it  would  be  the 
desire  of  those  supporting  H.  R.  8750  that  if  it  is  enacted  and  if  under 
the  terms  of  the  enacted  bill  the  Federal  Government  pays  the  con¬ 
struction  costs  of  the  flood-control  element  of  the  project,  you  would 
want  that  provision  to  apply  to  the  projects  now  pending,  either  au¬ 
thorized  or  unauthorized,  under  566? 

Mr.  Allen.  Yes,  sir;  Senator,  that  has  bothered  me  for  some  time, 
because  I  could  see  the  need  for  changes.  Take  for  example  Big 
Wewoka  Creek  and  Little  Wewoka  Creek  in  Oklahoma.  I  had  asked 
some  of  the  boys  up  there  about  it.  I  asked  some  of  the  people  with 
SCS  as  to  what  would  be  the  status  of  this  if  we  got  some  changes  in 
566.  They  point  out  to  me  there  is  a  clause  in  the  plan  which  is  an 
agreement  between  SCS  and  the  local  people  which  permits  them  to 
take  advantage  of  any  change  that  might  take  place.  In  other  words, 
a  renegotiation  contract  is  present.  And  I  envision  that,  that  will  be 
invoked  if  thelaw  is  changed  in  the  case  of  those  that  are  planned  and 


are 


108  AMEND  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT 

Senator  Kerr.  Do  you  think  if  this  bill  is  passed  with  that  provision 
available  for  future  projects  that  it  certainly  should  be  made  so  as 
to  include  and  apply  to  those  projects  for  which  applications  are 
pending  or  which  may  have  been  authorized  under  566  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Very  definitely,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  believe  that  is  all. 

Senator  IIruska.  I  think  there  might  be  a  little  reservation  on  the 
part  of  some  of  the  legislators  here  on  the  Hill  as  to  whether  a  statute 
would  be  superseded  by  an  agreement  or  a  working  arrangement  of 
that  kind,  but  I  don’t  suppose  we  had  better  cross  that  bridge  till  we 
come  to  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  would  like  to  place  in  the  record  a  statement  by 
Congressman  Rutherford  of  Texas. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Congressman  Rutherford  follows:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  J.  T.  Rutherford,  16th  District  of  Texas 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  statement  to  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Subcommittee  in  which  I  shall  suggest  certain  amendments  to  Public  Law 
566,  the  Small  Projects  Watershed  Act. 

It  is  my  firm  belief  that  the  45-day  waiting  period  now  provided  in  Public  Law 
566  should  be  waived.  As  you  know,  when  any  project  under  consideration 
under  provision  of  this  law  has  been  approved  by  the  proper  agencies  and  is  sent 
to  the  Congress,  the  measure  must  wait  before  the  Congress  for  45  days  before 
it  may  be  considered  as  automatically  approved,  thereby  giving  the  agencies  in¬ 
volved  authority  to  begin  construction.  This  is  true  no  matter  the  size  of  the 
project. 

In  the  event  the  project  should  call  for  construction  of  any  facilities  impound¬ 
ing  more  than  25  acre-feet  of  water,  official  congressional  action  must  be  taken 
on  the  project,  but  the  45-day  waiting  period  is  still  required.  The  45-day  wait¬ 
ing  period  often  leads  to  what  appears  to  me  to  be  unnecessary  delays.  As  a  case 
in  point  is  a  proposed  project  within  my  own  district— the  Johnson-Draw  Water¬ 
shed  program  in  Crockett  County,  Tex.  This  matter  has  been  reported  favor¬ 
ably  through  all  agencies  up  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  where  it  is  undergoing 
study  and  reevaluation  at  this  time. 

Even  should  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  approve  this  today  and  send  it  forward 
to  the  Congress,  since  we  are  so  late  in  the  session  it  is  highly  unlikely  the  project 
could  receive  congressional  approval  prior  to  adjournment.  This  means  that  at 
the  outset  of  the  next  Congress  the  project  must  again  be  submitted  to  await  its 
45-day  period  as  provided  by  law.  The  net  result  is  that  several  months  of  or¬ 
ganizational  work  and  perhaps  actual  construction,  will  be  lost. 

In  this  particular  case  the  people  of  Crockett  County,  Tex.,  have  voted  some 
$200,000  as  their  initial  payment  of  local  participation.  They  voted  this  money 
by  an  overwhelming  majority  of  389  to  12,  and  I  am  certain  they  were  motivated 
by  the  flash  flood  they  had  in  the  summer  of  1954  which  took  17  lives  and  caused 
millions  of  dollars  worth  of  damages  in  that  county.  There  is  always  the  dread¬ 
ful  possibility  that  such  flood  will  reoccur,  and  I  am  sure  it  would  not  set  well 
upon  the  conscience  of  the  members  of  this  body  should  such  recurrence  be  so 
timed  that  the  45-day  waiting  period  could  be  cited  as  the  cause  for  such  a 
tragedy. 

I  respectfully  suggest  to  this  subcommittee  that  an  amendment  be  added  to 
Public  Law  566  providing  that  the  House  and  Senate  committees  concerned  may 
by  resolution  at  any  given  time  waive  the  45-day  waiting  period  at  their  discre¬ 
tion,  upon  any  given  project  when  such  project  has  been  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittees  after  having  been  approved  by  the  agencies  involved.  The  following 
is  submitted  as  suggested  wording: 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  provisions  of  the  third  pro¬ 
viso  of  section  5  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  requir¬ 
ing  plans  for  works  of  improvement  transmitted  to  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent  under  said  act  to  remain  before  the  Congress  at  least  45  days  during  any 
regular  or  special  sessions  thereof,  before  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  author- 
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ized  to  participate  ill  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  under  said 
act,  be  so  amended  so  as  to  allow  the  Congress,  through  the  President,  to  waive 
the  45-day  waiting  period  at  the  pleasure  of  the  appropriate  committees  in  any 
given  case.” 

I  might,  add  that  members  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  have  given  me  indication  of  their  approval  of  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  ;  members  of  such  watershed  groups  in  my  district  have  expressed  an  inter¬ 
est  in  such  an  amendment ;  I  have  found  some  sympathy  for  this  cause  among  my 
colleagues  in  Congress ;  and  I  personally  urge  a  favorable  consideration  of  this 
amendment. 

Senator  Iaerr.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen,  for  your  indul¬ 
gence  here  and  the  great  contribution  you  have  made  to  this  matter. 
(The  following  matter  was  received  for  the  record :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  John  C.  Watts,  Representative  of  the  Sixth  Congres¬ 
sional  District  of  Kentucky 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  regret  that  official  business 
in  my  congressional  district  precludes  my  personally  appearing  before  you  in 
behalf  of  the  proposals  which  you  have  under  consideration.  I  am  most  appre¬ 
ciative  of  the  courtesy  that  you  have  afforded  me  in  permitting  me  to  submit 
this  statement  for  the  record. 

I  am  satisfied  that  because  of  the  extraordinary  consideration  that  each  of 
you  has  given  to  the  growing  danger  signs  that  have  arisen  with  respect  to 
our  water  supply  that  each  of  you  is  familiar  with  the  urgency  surrounding 
the  commencement  of  a  practical  and  workable  program  of  water  conservation, 
control,  and  utilization.  And,  further,  that  you  are  saturated  with  authoritative 
information  dealing  with  costs,  operational  programs,  agency  jurisdictional 
questions,  and  other  technical  phases  of  the  subject  matter.  Because  of  this, 
I  will  not  belabor  you  with  a  presentation  concerning  itself  with  such  details. 

Certainly,  it  is  quite  evident  that  we  are  becoming  water  conscious— and  it  is 
not  a  moment  too  early.  It  is  necessary  that  we  effectuate  a  program  of  opera¬ 
tion  under  which  the  Federal  Government  will  render  substantial  assistance  to 
areas  where  efficient  and  practical  watershed  projects  can  be  located.  That  the 
present  Small  Watershed  Act  is  deficient  in  its  coverage  one  need  to  go  no  fur¬ 
ther  than  to  scan  the  accomplishments  made  thereunder.  Whether  or  not  this 
is  because  of  lack  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  or  the 
administration  in  the  program,  is  of  little  consequence,  as  the  fact  will  remain 
that  little  or  nothing  has  been  accomplished  toward  achieving  the  purpose  and 
objective  of  the  Congress  contemplated  under  the  Small  Watershed  Act. 

In  the  State  of  Kentucky  alone  we  have  some  138  applications  pending  for, 
what  we  consider,  eligible  projects.  Under  the  administration’s  budget  re¬ 
quests  only  $16  million  would  have  been  made  available — sufficient  funds  for 
approximately  75  projects — an  infinitesimal  effort  when  one  contemplates  the 
overall  program. 

Certainly,  this  makes  it  clear  that  affirmative,  directive  action  by  the  Congress 
is  necessary. 

H.  R.  8750,  which  has  passed  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  which  is  one 
of  the  bills  you  have  before  you  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  With  the 
broadening  of  its  scope,  bringing  within  its  purview  many  projects  that  hereto¬ 
fore  could  not  be  considered ;  the  liberalizing  of  the  assistance  and  participation 
limitations  under  which  the  Federal  Government  can  join,  and  the  lending  fea¬ 
tures  provided  for  local  financing,  it  is  my  notion  that  substantial  progress  can 
be  made  toward  getting  a  real  program  underway. 

Of  course,  H.  R.  8750  is  not  perfection.  Certain  amendments,  might  be  prac¬ 
ticable  and  advisable.  However,  because  of  the  time  element  and  the  imminence 
of  adjournment,  and  the  fact  that  H.  R.  8750  has  passed  the  House,  the  Senate 
may  not  be  desirous  of  considering  amendments  at  this  time.  In  such  event, 
H.  R.  8750  should  certainly  be  passed.  As  time  passes  and  experience  is  gained, 
we  can  then,  very  properly,  adopt  necessary  and  perfecting  amendments. 

Whatever  the  committee’s  notion  may  be,  I  earnestly  urge  the  need  for  amend¬ 
ments  to  existing  law  and  I  sincerely  trust  that  some  positive  action  along  this 
line  might  be  insured  during  this  Congress. 
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Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States,  i 

Washington  6,  D.  C.,  July  3, 1956. 


Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  and  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington  25,  I).  C. 


Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  The  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States,  having 
endorsed  hills  which  led  to  the  enactment  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1954,  believes  that  law  is  working  out  substantially  as  an¬ 
ticipated  and  that  major  revisions  are  not  necessary  at  this  time. 

We  are  convinced  that  in  the  near  future  more  and  more  local  organizations 
will  be  formed  under  State  sponsorship  to  make  the  terms  of  the  act  applicable 
to  pressing  problems  of  local  water  supply,  soil  conservation,  and  flood  reductions. 

The  chamber  therefore  particularly  opposes  the  following  amendments  to  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  proposed  by  H.  R.  8750: 

(1)  Section  (b)  of  H.  R.  8750  which  would  amend  section  4  of  the  act  by 
substituting  in  paragraph  (2)  the  wording:  “That  the  Secretary  shall  not  re¬ 
quire  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  struc¬ 
tural  measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention.” 

rrhe  effect  of  this  change  would  be  to  abandon  the  presently  established  policy 
of  Federal-State  cooperation  and  local  cost  sharing.  The  national  chamber  be¬ 
lieves  the  Federal  Government  should  not  pay  all  costs  of  flood  prevention.  The 
costs  of  direct  benefits  such  as  would  accrue  from  local  flood  prevention  projects 
under  this  act,  should  he  borne  by  the  area  benefited,  and  only  those  benefits 
which  accrue  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole  should  be  assessed  to  the  taxpayer. 
The  Department  of  Agriculture,  which  administers  the  act,  also  opposes  this 
change. 

(2)  Section  (c),  paragraph  (1)  of  H.  R.  8750  which  would  extend  the  time 
during  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  construct  works  of  improvement 
in  the  absence  of  a  sponsoring  organization  authorized  under  State  law. 

The  Federal  Government  should  aid  the  State  and  local  governments  in  the 
conservation  and  control  of  water,  but  should  not  build  such  projects  itself  unless 
the  whole  Nation  stands  to  benefit.  There  appears  to  be  only  minor,  if  any, 
national  benefit  from  local  works  of  improvement  of  the  type  and  size  permitted 
under  the  Watershed  Act. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  make  this  letter  a  part  of  the  record  of  the 
hearings  on  H.  R.  8750. 

Cordially  yours, 


Clarence  R.  Miles. 


Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Department  of  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Washington  25,  D.  C„  July  10, 1956. 


Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  During  the  course  of  the  hearings  on  H.  It.  8750  before 
the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate,  which  you  conducted  on  July  3, 
1950.  several  witnesses  indicated  a  lack  of  understanding  regarding  the  flood 
control  program  and  the  position  of  the  Corps  of  Engineeers  with  respect  to 
watershed  protection  under  Public  Law  566. 

In  order  to  insure  that  there  is  no  misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  am  submitting  herewith,  as  an  extension  of  my  testimony,  a  memo¬ 
randum  in  clarification  of  certain  points  on  which  statements  were  made. 

I  Lope  that  this  information  will  assist  you  and  the  committee  in  dealing 
with  the  issues  and  problems  raised  by  consideration  of  H.  R.  8750. 

Sincerely  yours, 


E.  C.  Itschner. 

Major  General,  USA, 

Assistant  Chief  of  Engineers  for  Civil  Works. 


Clarification  of  Statements  Regarding  the  Projects  and  Position  of  the 

Corps  of  Engineers 

1.  Mr.  Lawrence  Rittenoure,  representing  the  National  Association  of  Soil 
Conservation  Districts  made  the  following  statement  when  discussing  cost  sliar- 
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ing,  with  respect  to  hood  control  projects  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers : 

“The  local  contributions  to  approximately  $3  billion  of  Federal  flood  control 
projects  built  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  have  been  less  than  6  percent.” 

This  low  percentage  of  local  cooperation  in  the  Federal  flood  control  program 
w$s  apparently  arrived  at  by  applying  the  local  cooperation  required  by  law 
for  local  flood  protection  projects  to  the  entire  program,  or  a  large  part  of  it, 
which  includes  reservoirs  for  flood  control  and  multiple-uses  for  which  direct 
local  cooperation  is  not  required  by  law.  Since  this  statement  gives  a  mis¬ 
leading  picture  of  the  Federal  versus  non-Federal  sharing  in  the  cost  of  this 
program,  the  following  facts  are  given : 

(а)  For  local  flood  protection  projects  the  law  requires  that  local  interests 
provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  including  certain  relocations,  and 
agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage.  '  In  addition,  local 
interests  are  required  under  present  administrative  instructions  of  the  BOB 
to  make  an  additional  contribution  for  land  enhancement  benefits  equal  to  half 
of  that  part  of  the  first  cost  proportionate  to  such  benefits.  Recent  local  flood 
protection  projects  approved  by  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
during  the  period  May  1954  to  April  1950,  have  a  local  share  equal  to  23  percent 
of  the  first  cost,  including  lands  and  rights-of-way.  Local  flood  protection 
projects  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  budget  involve  a  local  cost  of  20.5  percent  of 
the  total  first  cost.  The  small  dams  of  the  SCS  are  more  nearly  akin  in  then- 
effect  to  local  flood  protection  works,  except  that  they  generally  benefit  small 
areas  and  a  few  readily  identifiable  beneficiaries — perhaps  a  small  number  of 
farms.  The  local  flood  protection  works  under  the  Corps  protect  larger  com¬ 
munities  and  more  extensive  agricultural  areas. 

(б)  For  reservoir  projects  the  law  requires  that  the  Federal  Government  bear 
the  entire  cost  because  the  benefits  of  large  reservoirs  are  generally  widespead 
and  extend  over  long  reaches  of  river.  It  is  very  difficult  to  identify  bene¬ 
ficiaries.  Most  of  these  reservoirs,  however,  and  all  of  the  larger  ones,  are 
inultiple-use  structures  which  involve  water  uses  other  than  flood  control.  And 
users  of  water  or  power  are  required  to  repay  the  costs  allocated  to  those  pur¬ 
poses.  For  example,  the  total  estimated  cost  of  all  multiple  use  reservoirs  now 
in  operation  or  under  construction  is  $3.4  billion.  Of  this  cost,  about  $2.35 
billion  is  allocated  to  power.  Thus  69  percent  of  the  first  cost  will  be  repaid  to 
the  Federal  Treasury  by  revenues  from  power. 

2.  Mr.  Rittenoure  also  said  : 

“The  position  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  insofar  as  we  can  understand  it.  is 
that  all  reservoirs  larger  than  5,000  acre-feet  should  be  constructed  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  on  lands  bought  and  paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government  and  that 
such  reservoirs  should  thereafter  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Federal 
Government.” 

******* 

“We  believe  this  is  a  clear-cut  case-  of  States  rights  versus  Federal  domina¬ 
tion.” 

The  statements  and  action  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  do  not  support  this  con¬ 
clusion.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  contended  from  the 
start  that  Public  Law  566  projects  should  be  local  undertakings.  In  testifying 
on  the  bill  which  later  became  Public  Law  566,  General  Sturgis  took  the  position 
that  engineering  works  of  the  type  and  size  contemplated  should  not  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Federal  Government,  but  by  the  local  organizations  with  the 
Federal  Government  providing  a  grant  to  help  cover  the  cost  of  flood  control. 
In  General  Itschner’s  statement  to  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  on  July 
3,  he  proposed  that  H.  R.  8750  be  so  amended  that  local  organizations  would 
employ  their  own  engineers  and  assume  responsibility  for  engineering  design, 
preparation  of  specifications,  and  supervision  of  construction.  He  also  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Federal  Government  reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the 
cost  of  necessary  engineering  services.  That  suggestion  was  not  limited  to 
reservoirs  of  less  than  5,000  acre-foot  capacity.  It  will  be  clear  from  this  that 
the  position  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  precisely  the  opposite  of  what  Mr. 
Rittenoure  interprets  it  to  be.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  believes  that  Public 
Law  566  projects  should  be  local  undertakings.  They  should  not  be  called  local 
projects,  however,  so  long  as  a  Federal  agency  designs  the  structures,  writes 
the  specifications,  supervises  construction,  and,  in  fact,  performs  every  neces¬ 
sary  engineering  function,  and  pays  a  large  part  of  the  cost.  As  the  work  under 
Public  Law  566  is  now  being  administered,  the  only  essential  difference  be- 
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tween  what  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  calls  a  local  project  and  what  is  desig¬ 
nated  a  “Federal”  project  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  that  for  a  Public  Law  566 
project  a  local  organization  goes  through  the  formality  of  letting  the  contract. 
If  this  is  all  that  is  required  to  make  a  project  a  local  undertaking,  every  “Fed¬ 
eral”  project  authorized  by  flood  control  and  rivers  and  harbors  legislation  could 
readily  be  converted  to  a  local  project. 

3.  Mr.  Rittenoure  also  indicated  that  in  reviewing  the  plans  submitted  under 
Public  Law  566  the  Corps  of  Engineers  duplicates  the  minutiae  of  the  engineer¬ 
ing  work  performed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  This  is  not  correct 
Review  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  of  watershed  work  plans  prepared  under 
Public  Law  566  is  required  under  that  law  and  under  Presidential  instructions. 
This  review  is  made  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  is  limited  generally  to  a 
careful  reading  of  the  reports  prepared  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the 
preparation  of  comments  and  suggestions  on  the  basis  of  our  experience  in  the 
field  of  engineering  design,  construction,  and  flood  control.  It  is  perhaps  not 
generally  understood  that  all  Federal  agencies  concerned  with  water-resource 
development  review  and  comment  on  the  proposals  of  other  agencies.  Thus  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  also  reviews  and  comments  on  flood-control  reports  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers.  This  interagency  review  is  valuable  in  that  it  makes 
available  to  any  agency  the  specialized  knowledge  of  others.  Under  this  review 
procedure  the  corps  is  not  concerned  with  minutiae  and  does  not  duplicate  any 
work  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

4.  Mr.  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute, 
misunderstood  the  suggestion  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  the  local  organiza¬ 
tions  retain  their  own  engineers.  In  his  testimony  he  interpreted  this  sugges¬ 
tion  to  be  merely  an  indirect  attack  on  the  competence  of  engineers  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service.  There  was  no  intention  whatsoever  of  questioning  the 
competence  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  engineers.  The  whole  purpose  of 
the  suggestion  was  to  insure  that  Public  Law  566  projects  shall  be  local  under¬ 
takings  in  fact,  and  not  just  in  name.  The  term  “professional  engineer”  was 
used  in  testimony  merely  to  indicate  that  the  engineers  retained  by  the  local 
organizations  should  meet  the  requirements  established  by  the  States  for  the 
practice  of  engineering.  It  is  hoped  that  neither  the  committee  nor  the  officials 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  felt  that  any  attempt  was  being  made  to  cast 
doubt  upon  the  competence  of  the  engineers  which  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
would  employ  to  design  and  build  Public  Law  566  projects. 

(Whereupon,  at  4:55  p.  m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  chairman.) 

X 


84th  CONGRESS  I  f  fr%  i  I  r-  r*  A 

"toSwww  i.  K*  olok 


IN  THE  H0TT8E  OF  HI  PJ  N  \7JY Y> 


' 


A  BILL 

.  Oil  <1  :  •  '■ 

Bt  \ nackt t  by  the  H<  >w  of  Repnsenla 

2  tyres  of  l  i  Watts  of  .  i  <■•■)<(>  e.- 


i.  'OostracUvti  nmi 


1  Xl>  VA'  «<!..  -M.iO  yROTJtCfli  K  1*  t  fU'-:r  FRI'VISJW^O.V  AOT* 


F>:  K*  il  •  end.  WiimBod  w  ith  w  !■  i  tv  ►urcf 


«l  »  revl>"  a  aji/1  ftwuiii'Dti 


)f  other  :iix  nrlo«.  Thu.  tho 


•Mu U;i‘0tr-  Oil  t1lMKi-1.jrlUr->l  rportrl  ’it 


iut  ’>  :  tli  .ihle  in  Mi:  m 


'.'••i  (Hi  (H  i.  of  ethe I'lMliT 

•  ■  v  l. 

rir.viv.  i 


<>  r  »•*»«•’ 


trpoae  of 


I  v  Mtcnl  under 

Mt  ..lift  u<  .  }.i  -  1  Ml  -» • -r"  wu 

t.  nd  *r  i  \«iruvrH  rcuitiK  i  It;  the  local 

i  :«■•!  u  t  *>c  tin*  e.  m  e  hi  ^iBciali 

o  & 


.m  tht  ;>  io;nmitte©  »•»;  i  i"  ‘<1  subject  to 


84th  CONGRESS  W  ¥  A 

2d  Session  H.  K.  8750 


IN  THE  HOUSE  0E  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  24, 1956 

Mr.  Poage  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 

4  (Act  of  August  4,  1954,  68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as 

5  follows : 

6  (a)  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  section  2  and 

7  amend  the  second  sentence  of  said  section  to  read:  “  ‘Works 

8  of  improvement’ — any  undertaking  for — 

9  “  ( 1 )  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land 

10  treatment  measures)  ;  or 

11  “(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
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and  disposal  of  water  in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas 
not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  and 
not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides  more 
than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  except 
structures  proposed  to  he  constructed  by  a  local  organi¬ 
zation  as  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which 
any  capacity  in  excess  of  five  thousand  acre-feet  is  for 
purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction 
cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is  to  be  home  entirely  by  the 
local  organization.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  of 
the  proviso  in  paragraph  (2)  the  words  “That  no  part  of 
the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in  structures 
for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  features  related 
thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;”  and  inserting  “That  the  Secretary 
shall  not  require  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of 
the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 
Hood  prevention.” 

(c)  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  in  the  first  proviso  and  in  no 
event  after  July  1,  1956”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “That”  in  the  third 
proviso  “,  whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any 
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watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000,”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  in  the  fourth  proviso  after  the 
words  “That  any  such  plan”  the  words  “involving  an 
estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000”. 

(d)  Said  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  7  the  following  two  new  sections  and  renumbering 
subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform: 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  make 
loans  to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs 
of  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this 
Act.  Such  loans  shall  he  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years 
from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  project  first 
become  available  with  interest,  at  the  average  rate,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  paid  on  the  long¬ 
term  interest-hearing  marketable  securities  of  the  United 
States  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  loan  is  made. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  he  applicable 
to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Clements  announced  ..that  farm  bill  would  be  considered  immediately 
after  completion  of  Senate  action  on  pending  Aoney  resolutions.  House  committee  on 
Feb.  17  reported  Interior  appropriation  bill.  \House  committee  ordered  reported  bill 
to  provide  for  cost-sharing  in  conservation  projects.  House  committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  bill  to  increase  wheat  allotments  and  quotas  in  certain  States.  Rep.  Brown, 
Ga.,  criticized  and  urged  reconsideration  of  America’s  farm  program.  Both  Houses 
received  from  this  Department  proposed  bill  providing  for  payment  of  expenses  of 
Advisory  Committee  on  Soil  and  Water  Conservation. 


Veterans'  benefits, 
Water  conservation, 


.48 

,36 
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1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  'without  amendment  H.  R, 
9390,  the  Interior  Department  and  Related  Agencies  appropriation  bill  for  1957 
(H.  Rept.  17721/  p,  2562 

Received  from  the  President  various  supplemental  appropriation  estimates 
for  fiscal  year  1956  for  the  legislative  and  .iudicial  b  ranches  and  various 
agencies  of  the  executive  branch  (H.  Doc,  34l) ;  to  Appropriations  Committee 
(p.  2561).’  The  estimate  includes  75,433, 700  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
for  pay  act  costs  under  Public  Law  94.  Other  pay  act  items,  totaling  "-9, 944, 377. 
were  submitted  earlier  in  H.  Doc,  330  along  with  program  supplement als  for  ARS, 
Forest  Service,  FHA,  and  CCC  (see  Digest  22). 

\ 

LaNDS .  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Aspinall,  passed  over  H.  R.  68l5,  to  provide  for 
he  orderly  disposition  of  certain  lands  acquired  under  Title  III  of  the 


Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  p.  2526 


\ 


FARM-CITY  WEEK .  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Aspinall,  passed  over  H.  J.  Res.  317?,  t c 
provide  that  the  last  week  in  October  be  designated  National  Farm-City  Week .  \ 

P- 


2526 
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'ITTE'-S.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  proposed  legislation  to, 
orize  the  Secretary  to  pay  the  expenses  of  an  Advisory  Committee  on  Soi. 


ater  Conservation;  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  and  the  Senate 
tii re  and  Forestry  Committee,  pp.  2962 ,  21*93 


9. 


6 , 


11. 


1  'AT1RSHEDS .  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
8790,  to  provide  for  cost-sharing  arrangements  in  certain  watershed  protection 
and  flood  control  activities,  p.  D138 


WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  S.  3881*,  to 
increase  in  the  \heat  acreage  allotments  and.  marketing  quotasj 
States,  p.  D138 


•ovide  for  an 
'or  certain 


7.  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Triable  paid  tribute  to  Rep.  Fickersham-’for  his  efforts  on 

behalf  of  the  Washita  Reclamation  project,  p,  2929 

Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  1779,  to  authorize  the  construction,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  the  Juniper  division  of  the  T apinitia  reclamation  project, 
Ore,;  H.  R.  661*3,  to  provide  that  excess  lands  acquired  by  foreclosure  or  in¬ 
heritance  may  receive  water  temporarily  for  5  years;  and  H.  R.  101,  to  provide  f 
clarifications  in  contract  repayments  in  irrigation  and  reclamation  projects, 
pp.  2927,  2928  \ 

8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Brown.,  Ga.,  criticized  tHe  administration  of  the  present 

farm  program  and  urged  research  in  the  industrial  use  of  agricultural  products, 
vigorous  application  of  surplus  commodities  disposal  provisions,  and  recogni¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  surpluses  as  a  national  defense  measure,  p.  2997 


9.  INVESTIGATIONS .  Reps.  Hoffman  and  Jonas  criticized  the  activities  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  subcommittee  investigating  certain  aspects  of  the  REA  and  the 


A1  Sarena  mining  case,  as  being  conducted  in  an  unfair  manner,  p.  2 9b 6 


NATIONAL  PARKS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  .Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  1929,  to  provide  for  the  revision  of  the  boundaries  of  the  Theordore 
Roosevelt  National  Memorial  Park,  N.  Dak.  (H.  Rept .\L773) ;  and  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  9299,  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  the  Virgin  Islands 
National  Park  (H.  Rept/ 1771*)  .  p.  2962 

PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  9862,  to  confer  upon  D.  S.  Ristrict  Courts 
jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  certain  claims  of  Federal  employees  for  the 
recovery  of  fees,  salaries,  or  compensation,  p.  2927 

Received  from  the  Civil  Service  Commission  proposed  legislation  to  author¬ 
ize  the  t raining  of  Federal  employees  at  public  or  private  facilities;  to 
the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  2962 


12 .  LOBBYISTS.  Received  the  quarterly  report  of  lobbyists  registered  pursuant  to 
Title  III,  Regulation  of  Lobbying  Act.  p.  2969 

/  ^ 

SENATE 
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13.  L . -GISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Acting  Majority  Leader  Clements  announced  that  the  farm 


-  -  _ !  v 

bill  would  be  considered  immediately  after  the  completion  of  the  Senate's 
action  on  the  pending  money  resolutions,  p.  2^23 


Th,  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Both  Houses  received  a  report  from  the  Commerce  Depnid-i.^ut  -on 
export  control  for  the  fourth  quarter  of  1999.  pp.  2l*93,  2961 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  continued  debate  on  ^arpr"  bill.  House  committee  reported  bill 
to  amend  watershed  law®  House  committee  reported  bill  to  increase  wheat  allotments 
and  quotas  in  certain  States.  Rep.  Sikes  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  provide 
tree  planting  on  surplus  croplands. 
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SENATE 


1 ,  FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  general  features  of  the  farm  bill  (S.  3183). 
pp.  2738,  2767,  D1.53 


2.  ELECTRIFICATION  j  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Lanier  inserted  resolutions  adopted  by  the 

Sheyenne  Valley,  N..  Bdk.,  Electric  Cooperative  favoring,  expansion  of  the  rural 
electrification  program,  opposing  a  Hoover  Commission  proposal  relating .to  the 
program,  and  urging,  full  development,  of  ""the,  .Missouri  Basin,  p,  2726 

3.  PARITY.  Sen.  Lqftger  inserted  a  GTA  Grain  Elevator  Line  resolution  urging  100 


percent  of  parity  for  farm  products,  p,  2726 


\ 


in  DAIRY  RESEARCH,  Sen.  Wilev  inserted  a  Columbia  Co.,  Wi‘s.,  resolution  favoring 
the  establishment  of  a  dairy  research  building  in  Madis.on,  Wis,  vp .  2726 
/  .  .  -  .  .  .  \ 

5.  AUDITS y'  Received  from  the  Government  Operations.  Committee  a  report,  "A  Review 

of  the  Audit , Reports  of  the  Comptroller  General,"  containing  an  outline  of  the 
comprehensive  audits  of  the  various  departments  (S.  Rept/  1572).  p,  272? 

6,  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  McClellan  criticized  the  easing  of  restrictions  on  trade 
with  Communist-bloc  countries,  and  discussed  the  matter  with*  other  Senators, 
p,  2771 
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7.  TRA‘vSPOrSTATION.  Sen.  Slathers  inserted  a  recent  speech  by  Sen.  l 'agnuson 
cussing  \he  Cabinet  Committee’s  report  on  transportation,  p.  2778 


HOUSE 


8.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amend"  ents  H.  R.  8?J?0,  to 
amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (H,  Rept.  1810) .  pp. 
2795,  2872 


9.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  ar  endue nt  >7.  2881; ,  to  provide 
for  an  increase  in  wheat  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  in  certain 
States  (Ha  Rept.  1807K  p.  2872 

10.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Lane 'expressed- his  opposition,  to  the  bill  providing  for  U. 

S . ,  participation  in  the  G'fQ,  as  being  inimical  to  thq/best  interest  of  American 
industry  and  labor,  p.  27 

Rep.  Bailey  criticized  OTC  and  GATT  and  opposed  U„  S„  participation  in 
this  organization  and  agreement-  He  alleged  that/  Congressional  control  of  im¬ 
ports  and  exports  of  farm  produces  would  be  harmed  by  U,  Sc  participation  in 
.these  organizations,  p„  281;  9 


11.  TRANSPORTATION,  Rep.  Priest  urged -that  the  ICC  use  caution  in 'granting  in¬ 
creased  rates  to  railroads  and  other -\omro6n  carriers.  pu  2790'  ‘  ■ 


12,  ELECTRIFICATION.  lep.  Abernetlw  criticized  the  Administration’s  amortization 
proposal  for  TVA  and  urged  that  TVA  be  authorized  to  issue  its  own  bonds  for 
the  financing  of  necessarv  improvements,  py  2790 


13.  PEPSONNEL.  Fep.  Lesinski  spoke  in  favor  of  hik.bill  H.  F.  9^73,  to  amend  the 
Civil  Service  Retirement  A.ct,  and  urged  that  tlite.  provisions  "ranting  increased 
annuities  to  present  annuitants  be  given  favorable  consideration,  p,  2790 


ilu  RECLAMATION.  Rep.  Filler,  :Teb0,  cited  Con  ressionaliauthorization  of  funds  for 
irrigation  and  reclamation  projects  in  foreign  aid  bi-^Lls  and  urged  that  favor¬ 
able  consideration  be  given  to  the  proposed  Colorado  River  project,  p.  2792 
Rep.  Hosmer  inserted  euotable  remarks  from  Sen.  Douglas  expressing  op-  - 
position  to  the  proposed  Colorado  River  reclamation  project,  p*  2792 


19.  FARE  PROGRAM.  Ren4  Hoffman  inserted  the  text  of  a  Lincoln  Day  address  bv  Rep*. 
Vursell  commending  the  efforts  of  the  present  administration  to  deal  with  the 
problems  of  prj.ce  supports,  surpluses,  pork  production,  and  far  commodity 
exports.  p./285>3 


16.  CO:.  1 ITTE  .  ^SIGNI-ENTS .  Elected  eos.  Holland  and  Heale-1'  as  members  of  the 
Banking y/nd  Currency7"  Committee,  p.  2791 

17.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Lajority  T hip.  Rep.  Arends,  announced  that  on  Tues», 
Feb.  28,  H.  F.  3383,  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  the  Colorado  liver  reclamation  project,  would  be  considered,  and  that  t-*iis 
would,  carry  over  until  '  ed..  Fee.  29 J  and  that  on  war,  1,  the  House  would 
consider  the  General  Government  Hatters  appropriations  bill  for  1997.  p.  27-91 


l8.  ADJOUT  AED  until  i  on.,  Feb.  27»  p.  2871 
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Union  Calendar  No.  636 

84th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  )  (  No.  1810 


AMENDMENTS  TO/WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD 

PREVENTION  ACT 


February  23,  1956. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  8750] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with 
amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  19,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  a  semicolon. 

Page  3,  line  2,  strike  out  the  comma. 

Page  3,  line  6,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert  “and  after  the  words 
‘public  or  other  lands’  the  words  ‘or  wildlife’.” 

STATEMENT 

In  general,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  so  as  to  provide  a  program  that 
will  be  consistent  with  other  Federal  programs  for  the  conservation, 
control,  and  utilization  of  water.  The  bill  makes  a  number  of  specific 
amendments  to  the  act,  the  more  important  of  which  are: 

1.  The  general  scope  of  the  act  is  broadened  to  include  all  aspects 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water- — 
not  just  the  “agricultural  phases”  of  these  activities  as  provided  in  the 
present  act.  This  means  that  such  things  as  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supplies  may  be  included  as  part  of  a  watershed  program. 

2.  Permits  the  building  of  dams  with  a  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000 
acre-feet  if  the  capacity  in  excess  of  that  figure  is  for  purposes  other 
than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction  cost  of  such  excess  capac¬ 
ity  is  borne  entirely  by  the  local  cooperating  organizations. 

3.  Provides  that  the  local  organizations  shall  not  be  required  to 
assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  ap- 
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plicable  to  flood  prevention.  Local  organizations  and  individuals  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  provide  rights-of-way,  easements,  etc.,  for 
such  structural  measures  and  to  carry  out  necessary  land-treatment 
measures. 

4.  Eliminates  delay  in  the  handling  of  small  projects  by  providing 
that  projects  involving  a  Federal  contribution  of  less  than  $250,000 
need  not  be  submitted  separately  to  Congress  through  the  President. 

5.  Provides  for  long-term  loans  at  the  Government  rate  of  interest 
to  local  organizations  for  the  purpose  of  financing  their  share  of  the 
cost  of  programs. 

6.  Extends  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Nothing  in  the  bill  will  change  the  basic  principle  of  the  act  that 
the  planning  and  carrying  out  of  such  programs  is  the  joint  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  State  and  local  governments,  individuals,  and  the 
Federal  Government,  and  that  the  cost  of  such  projects  should  be 
divided  as  equitably  as  possible  among  the  participants  on  the  basis 
of  benefits  received.  In  general,  the  amended  act  will  provide  three 
different  levels  of  Federal  cost  sharing:  (a)  Those  purposes  for  the 
accomplishment  of  which  the  Federal  Government  will  bear  the  full 
cost  of  structural  measures  (flood  prevention) ;  ( b )  those  in  which  the 
Federal  Government  and  local  agencies  will  share  the  cost  (storage 
of  water  for  irrigation,  streamflow  regulation,  drainage,  and  other 
similar  purposes);  (c)  and  those  purposes  where  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  bear  no  part  of  the  structural  cost  (municipal  and  industrial 
water  supplies) . 

HEARINGS 

Hearings  on  this  matter  were  begun  in  the  first  session  of  the  84  th 
Congress  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit.  Under 
consideration  at  that  time  were  H.  R.  6146  by  Mrs.  Blitch,  and  H.  R. 
6148  by  Mr.  Matthews.  Both  of  these  bills  would  have  made  part 
of  the  amendment  to  the  act  provided  in  the  bill  herewith  reported. 
After  careful  consideration,  the  subcommittee  decided  that  the  act 
required  more  extensive  revision  than  provided  by  these  two  bills 
and,  after  study  of  the  subject  during  the  congressional  recess,  hearings 
were  resumed  after  the  start  of  the  second  session.  After  further 
consideration  of  the  subject,  the  subcommittee  drafted  the  bill  here¬ 
with  reported  which  was  introduced  by  numerous  members  including 
Mr.  Poage,  Mrs.  Blitch,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Laird,  Mr. 
Matthews,  and  Mr.  Hope. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  amendments  to  section  2  of  the  act  would  permit  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  assist  local  organizations  to  plan  and  carry  out 
improvements  as  a  part  of  the  total  watershed  plan,  not  only  for 
irrigation,  drainage  and  flood  prevention  but  also  for  such  purposes  as 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife 
improvement,  pollution  abatement  by  streamflow  regulation,  and 
saline  water  intrusion  control.  The  Secretary  could  assist  local 
organizations  in  carrying  out  a  multiple-purpose  water-  and  land- 
management  program  instead  of  one  confined  to|ffood  prevention  and 
agricultural  water  management. 
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The  amendments  would  also  permit  planning  of  a  structure  providing 
more  than  5,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  but  only  if  the  structure 
is  (1)  an  integral  part  of  the  watershed  plan,  (2)  the  capacity  in  excess 
of  5,000  acre-feet  is  for  other  than  flood-prevention  purposes,  and 
(3)  the  construction  cost  of  the  excess  capacity  is  to  be  borne  by  the 
local  organization. 

The  amendment  to  section  4  of  the  act  is  designed  to  substantially 
equalize  cost  sharing  in  the  watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention 
program  with  that  provided  for  in  the  flood-control  acts,  reclamation 
acts,  and  similar  legislation. 

This  amendment  provides — 

That  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of 
the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention. 

Local  organizations  would  still  be  required  to  acquire  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments  and  rights-of-way,  and  to  assume  the  full  cost  of  their  operation 
and  maintenance.  Moreover,  farmers  are  required  to  agree  to  proper 
farm  plans  and  to  carry  out  recommended  soil  conservation  measures 
on  at  least  50  percent  of  the  lands  situated  in  the  drainage  area  above 
any  reservoir.  The  committee  is  convinced  that  those  requirements 
alone  represent  an  equitable  sharing  of  costs. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  the  term  “flood  prevention" 
shall  be  construed  to  mean  not  only  land  treatment  and  structures, 
such  as  detention  reservoirs,  but  also  drainage  channels  and  related 
improvements  to  remove  excess  water  caused  by  precipitation  or 
overflow  on  flat  lands. 

The  amendment  removes  the  restriction  in  section  4  of  the  act  which 
prohibits  the  Secretary  from  sharing  in  the  construction  cost  of  pro¬ 
viding  capacity  in  structures  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention. 
The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  allow  some  degree  of  Federal  aid 
in  the  storage  of  water  for  irrigation,  streamflow  regulation  and  other 
beneficial  purposes.  The  exact  amount  of  Federal  participation  in 
improvements  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  is  not  specified 
in  the  act  but  is  governed  by  the  basic  policy  that  costs  are  to  be 
shared  equitably  on  the  basis  of  benefits  obtained. 

The  Secretary  will  continue  to  have  the  latitude  under  section  4  to 
determine  what  proportionate  share  of  the  costs  are  “equitable  in 
consideration  of  anticipated  benefits  from  such  improvements.”  The 
committee  considers,  however,  that  the  Secretary  should  establish 
procedures  for  fixing  the  proportion  of  costs  in  advance  of  project 
planning.  Moreover,  the  committee  believes  that  with  respect  to 
agricultural  purposes  provided  for  under  the  bill  such  as  irrigation, 
drainage,  saline  water  intrusion  control,  and  similar  purposes,  Federal 
assistance  should  be  substantially  comparable  to  that  provided  for 
under  the  reclamation  acts  and  similar  legislation. 

The  committee  considers  that  the  Secretary  should  not  provide  for 
any  part  of  the  construction  costs  allocated  to  municipal  and  industrial 
water  supply  or  other  similar  purposes.  Municipalities  will,  however, 
benefit  in  many  instances  through  cheaper  storage  resulting  from  a 
combination  of  flood  prevention  and  water  supply  capacity  in  the 
same  structure.  Moreover,  municipalities  would  be  eligible  for  a  loan 
under  the  new  loan  provisions  of  this  bill. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act,  if  amended  in  accordance  with  this  bill,  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  program  that  could  operate  without  conflict  with  other 
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programs  in  the  17  western  reclamation  States.  Many  needed 
improvements  for  irrigation  do  not  require  the  complete  watershed 
treatment  program  provided  for  in  Public  Law  566  and  doubtless 
would  continue  to  be  carried  out  under  the  reclamation  acts.  But 
where  a  complete  watershed  treatment  program  is  needed  and  desired 
by  local  people,  they  should  not  be  precluded  from  including  in  their 
plan  all  phases  of  proper  water  management  with  a  substantially 
comparable  degree  of  Federal  assistance  as  is  provided  under  other 
programs.  In  other  words,  local  organizations  should  have  a  choice 
of  programs  adapted  to  meet  the  particular  needs  of  their  local  areas. 

DEPARTMENTAL  VIEWS 

Due  to  time  limitation  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  not 
requested  to  submit  a  report  on  the  bill  in  the  form  of  a  letter  but 
was  requested  to  have  a  departmental  spokesman  testify  at  the 
hearing  as  to  the  Department’s  recommendations  on  the  bill.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  E.  L.  Peterson  appeared 
before  the  subcommittee  and  testified  generally  in  favor  of  enactment 
of  the  legislation.  Following  is  the  portion  of  his  statement  dealing 
specifically  with  the  several  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Act 
proposed  by  this  bill. 

The  first  amendment  relates  to  broadening  the  purpose  of  the  act  by  deleting 
the  phrase  “agricultural  phases  of”  in  connection  with  definition  of  “works  of 
improvement.”  It  is  our  understanding  that  this  amendment  would  permit  the 
formulation  of  small  projects  having  for  their  purpose  the  beneficial  use  of  water 
for  any  economically  justifiable  purpose.  It  seems  reasonable  that  a  watershed 
project  for  flood-control  purposes  initiated  and  planned  by  local  people  within 
the  scope  of  this  act  should  not  be  precluded  from  including  phases  of  water 
development  and  use  which  are  physically  practical  and  economically  justified. 

The  second  amendment  deleting  the  proviso  clause  which  prohibits  the  Depart¬ 
ment  from  sharing  in  the  cost  of  storage  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention 
is  closely  related  to  the  first  proposed  amendment.  In  the  determination  of  what 
is  equitable,  we  have  followed  the  basic  principle  that  cost  sharing  should  be 
based  on  the  ratio  of  direct  identifiable  benefits  to  total  benefits.  We  see  no 
reason  why  the  same  principle  should  not  be  applied  to  the  additional  purposes 
here  proposed.  In  small  projects  benefits  are  not  so  widely  disbursed  that  they 
cannot  be  identified  and  likewise  recipients  of  direct  benefits  are  identifiable. 
It  is  therefore  fully  expected  that  a  very  minor  portion,  if  any,  of  costs  of  projects 
or  of  structures  in  projects  incurred  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention 
would  accrue  as  Federal  costs.  The  major  portion  would  accrue  to  the  local 
sponsoring  organization. 

A  third  amendment  would  set  up  certain  conditions  under  which  a  structure 
providing  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  may  be  included  in  a  water¬ 
shed  plan.  These  conditions  are  (1)  that  the  structure  will  be  constructed  by  a 
local  organization  as  an  integral  part  of  the  watershed  plan,  (2)  that  the  flood- 
prevention  capacity  of  the  structure  will  not  exceed  5,000  acre-feet  and  (3)  that 
the  construction  cost  of  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  will  be  borne  entirely 
by  the  local  organization. 

This  amendment  would  permit  the  inclusion  of  flood-prevention  storage  at 
sites  which  local  organizations  wish  to  utilize  for  other  purposes.  For  example 
if  a  municipality  wishes  to  build  a  municipal  water  supply  reservoir,  but  at  the 
same  site  up  to  5,000  acre-feet  of  flood-prevention  capacity  could  be  incorporated 
in  the  structure  to  be  built  by  the  municipality,  such  a  structure  could  be  included 
in  the  plan.  The  Department  could  share  in  the  cost  of  the  flood-prevention  stor¬ 
age  but  the  municipality  would  be  required  to  pay  for  the  entire  cost  of  all  storage 
over  5,000  acre-feet.  We  have  worked  out  several  arrangements  of  this  kind  in 
the  11  watersheds  authorized  under  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  and  in  the 
pilot  watershed  program.  This  amendment  is  consistent  with  the  position  we 
have  taken  that  these  projects  should  provide  for  inclusion  of  features  to  provide 
for  all  beneficial  use  of  water  which  are  economically  justified.  Our  experience 
thus  far  would  indicate  that  this  provision  would  find  application  only  in  a 
limited  number  of  watershed  projects. 
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A  fourth  amendment  would  provide  “That  the  Secretary  shall  not  require 
local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural 
measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention.”  We  feel  that  this  amendment  defeats 
the  concept  of  cost  sharing  presently  embodied  in  the  act  which  provides  that, 
“local  organizations  shall  assume  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  any 
works  of  improvement  involving  Federal  assistance  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  anticipated  benefits  from  such 
improvements.”  In  other  words,  cost  sharing  should  be  determined  as  between 
the  local  sponsors  of  projects  and  the  Federal  Government  on  the  basis  of  the 
ratio  of  direct  identifiable  local  benefits  to  total  benefits.  Local  landowners  or 
other  benefited  interests  should  participate  in  project  costs  to  the  extent  of  their 
benefits.  As  to  projects  developed  thus  far  we  have,  however,  fully  recognized 
the  individual  peculiarities  of  each. 

We  believe  that  the  success  of  this  program  depends  on  acceptance  by  local 
communities  of  responsibility  for  project  initiation  and  for  direct  participation  in 
project  costs.  People  must  first  believe  and  be  convinced  in  their  own  judgments 
that  projects  are  of  benefit  to  themselves  and  their  communities.  This  is  the 
basis  on  which  the  projects  to  date  have  been  planned  and  proposed  by  local 
organizations. 

A  fifth  amendment  would  strike  out  the  terminal  date  of  July  1,  1956,  after 
which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  could,  in  no  event,  contract  for  works  of 
improvement.  We  are  advised  that  this  amendment  would  have  little  or  no 
practical  effect  since  the  act  would  still  prohibit  the  Secretary  from  contracting 
improvements  whenever  a  local  organization  had  legal  authority  to  do  so.  Actu¬ 
ally,  this  legal  authority  is  inherent  in  the  capacity  of  a  local  organization  to  carry 
out,  operate,  and  maintain  works  of  improvement,  which  is  a  prerequisite  to 
making  an  application  for  assistance  under  the  act.  We  believe  that  local 
contracting  for  structural  works  of  improvement  should  be  maintained  as  a  matter 
of  principle. 

A  sixth  amendment  provides  for  exemption  of  projects  involving  a  Federal 
contribution  of  less  than  $250,000  to  the  construction  cost  of  structural  works  of 
improvement  from  review  by  other  Federal  agencies  and  transmission  to  the 
Congress.  There  is  an  interrelation  between  small  and  large  water-resource 
projects  that  should  not  be  overlooked  when  there  is  a  practical  and  significant 
relationship.  In  view  of  the  nature  of  growing  demands  for  usable  water  supplies 
we  believe  it  is  desirable  to  provide  for  review  by  all  agencies  with  water  responsi¬ 
bilities.  We  want  to  eliminate  all  unnecessary  administrative  steps,  but  in  view  of 
increasing  water-project  developments,  we  believe  a  review  procedure  is  impor¬ 
tant. 

A  seventh  amendment  adds  a  new  section  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  make 
long-term  loans  to  local  organizations  at  the  rate  of  interest  paid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  on  its  long-term  interest-bearing  marketable  securities  to  finance  the  local 
share  of  project  costs.  We  recognize  that  local  organizations  sometimes  have 
difficulty  raising  cash  for  necessary  improvements  and  we  b el i ev  e'TlTtCt-a  loan 
provision  is  desirable  to  meet  credit  requirements  of  local  sponsoring  organiza¬ 
tions  in  those  instances  where  there  is  no  alternative  credit  source  even  though 
the  local  organization  resources  are  adequate  to  meet  repayment  over  a  long-term 
period  not  in  excess  of  50  years.  We  believe  a  limitation  on  the  size  of  loans  should 
be  included.  We  suggest  an  upper  limit  of  $5  million  on  any  one  project. 

We  believe  the  program  should  be  extended  to  include  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Our  experience  this  far  under  the  act  has  brought  us  to  the  conclusions  here 
expressed.  We  expect  further  experience  will  lead  to  additional  suggestions  for 
changes.  In  administering  this  act  we  are  doing  our  best  to  make  it  serve  the 
real  and  practical  need  which  was  envisaged  when  it  was  enacted  and  which  local 
watershed  communities  believe  it  can  serve.  In  doing  this,  we  hold  to  the  philos¬ 
ophy  that  these  are  local  projects  with  Federal  participation,  not  Federal  projects 
with  local  participation.  Amendments  which  would  tend  to  make  these  Federal 
projects,  we  believe,  would  not  be  desirable. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  RuJes  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
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brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Public  Law  566 — 83d  Congress 
Chapter  656 — 2d  Session 
H.  R.  6788 

AN  ACT  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  States  and  local  agencies  in  the 

planning  and  carrying  out  of  works  of  improvement  for  soil  conservation,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  erosion,  floodwater,  and  sediment  damages 
in  the  watersheds  of  the  rivers  and  streams  of  the  United  States,  causing  loss  of 
life  and  damage  to  property,  constitute  a  menace  to  the  national  welfare;  and 
that  it  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  the  Federal  Government  should  cooperate 
with  States  and  their  political  subdivisions,  soil  or  water  conservation  districts, 
flood  prevention  or  control  districts,  and  other  local  public  agencies  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  such  damages  and  of  furthering  the  conservation,  develop¬ 
ment,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water  and  thereby  of  preserving  and  protecting 
the  Nation’s  land  and  water  resources. 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following  terms  shall  mean:  | 

The  “Secretary” — the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  United  States. 

“Works  of  improvement” — any  undertaking  for — • 

(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land-treatment  measures)  or 

(2)  [agricultural  phases  of]  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
and  disposal  of  water 

in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand 
acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides  more  than  five 
thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  [.  No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any 
plan  for  works  of  improvement  which  includes  any  structure  which  provides  more 
than  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  unless  such  plan  has  been 
approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
respectively.]  except  structures  proposed  to  be  constructed  by  a  local  organization 
as  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which  any  capacity  in  excess  of  five  thousand 
acre-feet  is  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction  cost  of  such 
excess  capacity  is  to  be  borne  entirely  by  the  local  organization.  A  number  of  such 
subwatersheds  when  they  are  component  parts  of  a  larger  watershed  may  be 
planned  together  when  the  local  sponsoring  organizations  so  desire. 

“Local  organization” — any  State,  political  subdivision  thereof,  soil  or  water 
conservation  district,  flood  prevention  or  control  district,  or  combinations  thereof, 
or  any  other  agency  having  authority  under  State  law  to  carry  out,  maintain  and 
operate  the  works  of  improvement. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  assist  local  organizations  in  preparing  and  carrying  out 
plans  for  works  of  improvement,  the  Secretary  is  authorized,  upon  application 
of  local  organizations  if  such  application  has  been  submitted  to,  and  not  dis-  | 
approved  within  45  days  by,  the  State  agency  having  supervisory  responsibility 
over  programs  provided  for  in  this  Act,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  State 
agency  having  such  responsibility — 

(1)  to  conduct  such  investigations  and  surveys  as  may  be  necessary  to 
prepare  plans  for  works  of  improvement; 

(2)  to  make  such  studies  as  may  be  necessary  for  determining  the  physical 
and  economic  soundness  of  plans  for  works  of  improvement,  including  a 
determination  as  to  whether  benefits  exceed  cost; 

(3)  to  cooperate  and  enter  into  agreements  with  and  to  furnish  financial 
and  other  assistance  to  local  organizations:  Provided,  That,  for  the  land- 
treatment  measures,  the  Federal  assistance  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  of 
assistance  for  similar  practices  under  existing  national  programs; 

(4)  to  obtain  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  other  Federal  agencies  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  to  providing  Federal  assistance 
for  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  that  local  organizations  shall— 

(1)  acquire  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  such  land,  easements, 
or  rights-of-way  as  will  be  needed  in  connection  with  works  of  improvement 
installed  with  Federal  assistance; 

(2)  assume  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  works  of 
improvement  involving  Federal  assistance  as  may  be  determined  by  the 
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Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  anticipated  benefits  from  such 
improvements:  Provided,  [That  no  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  pro¬ 
viding  any  capacity  in  structures  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention 
and  features  related  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act;]  That  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organiza¬ 
tions  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable 
to  flood  prevention. 

(3)  make  arrangements  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  for  defraying  costs 
of  operating  and  maintaining  such  works  of  improvement,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  presented  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture; 

(4)  acquire,  or  provide  assurance  that  landowners  have  acquired,  such 
water  rights,  pursuant  to  State  law,  as  may  be  needed  in  the  installation 
and  operation  of  the  work  of  improvement;  and 

(5)  obtain  agreements  to  carry  out  recommended  soil  conservation  meas¬ 
ures  and  proper  farm  plans  from  owners  of  not  less  than  50  per  centum  of 
the  lands  situated  in  the  drainage  area  above  each  retention  reservoir  to  be 
installed  with  Federal  assistance. 

Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local  organization 
have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met  the 
requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of  improvement  as  set 
forth  in  section  4,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  assist  such  local  organizations 
in  developing  specifications,  in  preparing  contracts  for  construction,  and  to 
participate  in  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  in  accordance  with 
the  plan:  Provided,  That,  except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement 
on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract  for 
the  construction  of  any  structure  unless  there  is  no  local  organization  authorized 
by  State  law  to  undertake  such  construction  or  to  enter  into  such  contract  [,  and 
in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956]  :  Provided,  That  in  participating  in  the  installation 
of  such  works  of  improvement  the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  consistent 
with  his  responsibilities  for  administering  the  overall  national  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That,  whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any  watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$ 250,000 ,  at  least  forty-five  days  (counting  only  days  occurring  during  any  regular 
or  special  sessions  of  the  Congress)  before  such  installation  involving  Federal 
assistance  is  commenced,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the 
justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Provided  further, 
That  any  such  plan  involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction 
costs  in  excess  of  $ 250,000  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or 
which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which  includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  deten¬ 
tion  structures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  sixty 
days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President. 
The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  prior  to  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  above  sixty-day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress  through  the  President :  Provided  further, 
That,  prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of  improvement  under  this 
Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or 
desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination  of 
the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and  related  work  of  other  agencies  including 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and  with 
States  and  local  agencies  to  make  investigations  and  surveys  of  the  watersheds  of 
rivers  and  other  waterways  as  a  basis  for  the  development  of  coordinated  programs. 
In  areas  where  the  programs  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  affect  public  or 
other  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the 
planning  and  development  of  works  or  programs  for  such  lands. 

Sec.  7.  The  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  conferring  authority  upon  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  preliminary  examinations 
and  surveys  and  to  prosecute  works  of  improvement  for  runoff  and  waterflow 
retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention  on  the  watersheds  of  rivers  and  other 
waterways  are  hereby  repealed:  Provided,  That  (a)  the  authority  of  that  Depart- 
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ment  of  Agriculture,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary,  to  prosecute  the  works 
of  improvement  for  runoff  and  waterflow  retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention 
authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Department  by  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944 
(58  Stat.  887),  as  amended,  and  (b)  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  undertake  emergency  measures  for  runoff  retardation  and  soil  erosion  prevention 
authorized  to  be  carried  out  by  section  7  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1938  (52  Stat.  1215), 
as  amended  by  section  216  of  the  Act  of  May  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  163),  shall  not  be 
affected  by  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  loans  to  local  organizations 
to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  carrying  out  ivorks  of  improvement  provided  for 
in  this  Act.  Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date 
when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  project  first  become  available  with  interest,  at  the 
average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  paid  on  the  long-term 
interest-bearing  marketable  securities  of  the  United  States  outstanding  at  the  beginning 
of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  is  made. 

Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  [8.]  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  such  sums  to  remain 
available  until  expended. 

Sec.  [9.J  11.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act’’. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  24, 1956 

Mr.  Poage  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

February  23, 1956 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 

4  (Act  of  August  4,  1954,  68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as 

5  follows : 

6  (a)  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  section  2  and 

♦ 

7  amend  the  second  sentence  of  said  section  to  read:  “  Works 

8  of  improvement’ — any  undertaking  for — 

9  “  ( 1 )  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land 

10  treatment  measures)  ;  or 

11  "(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
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and  disposal  of  water  in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas 
not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  and 
not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides  more 
than  live  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  except 
structures  proposed  to  be  constructed  by  a  local  organi¬ 
zation  as  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which 
any  capacity  in  excess  of  five  thousand  acre-feet  is  for 
purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction 
cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is  to  be  borne  entirely  by  the 
local  organization.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  of 
the  proviso  in  paragraph  (2)  the  words  “That  no  part  of 
the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in  structures 
for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  features  related 
thereto  shall  he  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;”  and  inserting  “That  the  Secretary 
shall  not  require  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of 
the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 
flood  prevention,  prevention;'’ 

(c)  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  in  the  first  proviso  “,  and  in  no 
event  after  July  1,  1956”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “That”  in  the  third 
proviso  “,  whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any 
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watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
#350,000,-  $ 250,000 ”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting*  in  the  fourth  proviso  after  the 
words  “That  any  such  plan”  the  words  “involving  an 
estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000”  and  after'  the  words  “ public  or 
other  lands’  the  words  uor  wildlife” . 

(d)  Said  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  7  the  following  two  new  sections  and  renumbering 
subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform: 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  make 
loans  to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs 
of  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this 
Act.  Such  loans  shall  he  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years 
from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  project  first 
become  available  with  interest,  at  the  average  rate,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  paid  on  the  long¬ 
term  interest-hearing  marketable  securities  of  the  United 
States  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  loan  is  made. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  he  applicable 
to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  watershed  bill.  -Several  Senators  commended  Sen.  Johnson': 
address  in  answer  to  veto  message  on  farm  bill;  others  defended  President's  action. 

TO  n  -va  4*  "vi  i  -i  rl  V\-t  "IT  4-/-s  /-n  /-T  n  vaa!  riwn  V'i  /*Q  l\  T  y.t 


1.  WATERSHEDS;  FLOOD  CONTROL*  Passed  as  reported  H.  R,  8750.,  to  amend  the  Water¬ 
shed  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  The  bill  includes  the  following  provisions: 

Broadens  the  general  scope  of  the  act  to  include  all  aspects  of  the  con¬ 
servation.,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water-  not  just  the 
"agricultural  phases"  of  these  activities  as  provided  in  the  present  act. 
Permits  the  building  of  dams  with  a  capacity  in  excess  of  5^000  acre-feet  if 
the  capacity  in  excess  of  that  figure  is  for  purposes  other  than  flood  pre¬ 
vention  and  the  construction  cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is  borne  entirely  by 
the  local  cooperating  organizations.  Provides  that  the  local  organizations 
shall  not  be  required  to  assume  anv  part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural 
measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention.  Local  organizations  and  individuals 
would  continue  to  be  required  to  provide  rights-of-way,  easements,  etc,,  for 
such  structural  measures  and  to  carrm  out  necessary  land-treatment  measures. 
Eliminates  delav  in  the  handling  of  small  projects  bv  providing  that  projects 
involving  a  Federal  contribution  of  less  than  ‘‘250,000  need  not  be  submitted 
separately  to  Congress  through  the  President.  Provides  for  long-term  loans 
at  the  Government  rate  of  interest  to  local  organizations  for  the  purpose  of 
financing  their  share  of  the  cost  of  programs.  Extends  the  provisions  of  the 
act  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  p,  6l56 


-2- 


2.  ROAD'S.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R. 
10660.,  the  proposed  "Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956,"  which  includes  provisions 
as  follows: 

For' federal-aid  highways,  authorizes  $25  million  additional  for  the 
fiscal  rear  1957,  $750  million  for  1958,  and  $775  million  for  1959.  For 
forest  highways ,  authorizes  $25  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1958  and 
1959  (an  increase  of  $2,500,000  annually  over  the  1956  and  1957  authorizations), 
For  forest  roads  and  trails,  authorizes  $27  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1958  and  1959  (an  increase  of  3  million  annually  over  the  1956  and 
1957  authorizations).  Provides  that  forest  highway  funds  shall  hereafter  be 
available  for  vehicular  parking  areas  (such  authority  already  applies  to 
forest  roads  and  trails).  Repeals  the  requirement  for  apportionment  of  funds 
authorized  for  fore'st  roads  and  t  rails.  Authorizes  variphs  amounts  for  roads 
in  areas  under  control  of  the  Interior  department.  Prohibits  apportionment  of 
interstate  funds  to  any  State  where  the  Interstate  System  nay  lax^fully  be  U3ed 
by  extra  large  (defined,  in  the  bill)  trucks.  irects  the  Commerce  Department 
to  expedite  tests  on  the  maximum  desirable  size  and  vei  ht  of  tracks  and  to 
make  recommendations  to  Congress  by  Mar.  1,  1959 J  Title  II  of  the  bill,  which 
would  be  the  "Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1986,"  increases  taxes  on  gasoline,  tires , 
trucks,  buses,  and  truck  trailers,  p.  6171 


/ 


3.  APPROPRIATIONS ,  H.  R,  10721,  as\  reported  (sbs  digest  65),  includes  contributions 
to  various  international  organist! ons,  including  ’i,  995, 863  for  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  0rganizatiori,~?;210,00Q  for  the  Inter-American  Institute  of  Agricul¬ 
tural  Sciences,  $17,150  for  the  International  Sugar  Council,  and  $27,5.15  for 
the  International  1  heat  Council. 


SENATE. 


5.  FARM  PROGRAM,  Several  Senators  commended  ’the  address  of  Sen.  Johnson  in  answer 
to  the  President's  veto  message  on  the  fartn  bill;  other  Senators  defended  the 
President's  action,  (pp.  6108,  18,  20,  5l)  ,.  Sen.  Russell  inserted  Sen. 
Johnson's  address  (p.  6108),  Sen.  Kncwland  inserted  the  addresses  delivered 
by  the  President  at  Xasson,  Minn.  (p.  6l58),  and  at  Memphis,  Tenn.  (p.  6l50) 
during  the  1952  campaign.  V 

Sen.  langer  inserted  a  N,  Dak.  newspaper  article  stating 
of  the  local  farmers  were  critical  of  the  farm  bill  veto,  p 


that  a  majority 
►  6117 


5*  LAND  CLASSIFICATION.  Received  from  the  Interior  Department  a  letter  certifying 
that  an  adequate  soil  survey  and  1  nd  classification  has  been  made  of  the  lands 
in  the  Santa  Maria  M  ater  Conservation  Pi  strict,  and  that  the  lands  to  be  ir¬ 
rigated  are  Susceptible  to  the  production  of  agriculturalscrops  by  means  of 
irrigation,:  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  6105 


6,  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  of  the  Public  L'orks  Committee 
ordered  reported  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  S,  1358,  to  authorize 
modification  of  the  flood-control  project  for  Missouri  River  agricultural  levee 
unit  513-512-R,  Richardson  Co.  Nebr.  p.  P385 


/ 


7 .  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  S.  597,  to  authorize  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Tashoe  reclamation  project,  Nev,  and  Calif.  (S.  Rept.  1892),  p.  6106 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


8,  FARM  PROGRaM*  Rep.  Harden  inserted  5  editorials  commending  the  President's  veto 
of  the  farm  bill.  p.  A3299 
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from  Texas  tell  us  how  much  more  this 
is  going- to  cost  than  the  bill  passed  by 
the  House? 

Mr.  KILDAY.  The  Department  esti¬ 
mates  that  it  will  cost  an  additional 
approximately  $572,000. 

Mr.  BOW.  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  Re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker, 
does  the  gentleman  feel  this  will  be  help¬ 
ful  in  securing  more  doctors  for  the 
hospitals? 

Mr.  KILDAY.  We  are  very  hopeful 
that  it  will,  and  feel  that  it  will  attract 
and  retain  physicians  and  dentists  on  a 
career  basis  in  the  armed  services. 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
am  delighted. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider 
was  laid  on  the  table. 


COMMITTEE  ON  INTERSTATE  AND 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Transportation  and  Communica¬ 
tions  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  may  sit  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  week  during  general  de¬ 
bate  while  the  House  is  in  session. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight  to¬ 
night  to  file  reports  as  it  sees  fit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FOREIGN  POLICY 

(Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  Saturday  the  President  and  the  for¬ 
mer  Governor  of  Illinois  stated  their  re¬ 
spective  positions  on  the  matter  of  for¬ 
eign  policy.  In  yesterday’s  Washington 
News,  a  Scripps-Howard  newspaper,  ap¬ 
peared  an  editorial  in  which  an  appraise¬ 
ment  was  made  of  the  positions  taken  by 
the  President  and  the  probable  nominee 
of  the  Democratic  Party  to  oppose  him 
in  the  November  presidential  election. 

I  read  from  the  editorial: 

The  contrast  between  the  Eisenhower  and 
the  Stevenson  speeches  makes  it  appropriate 
to  examine  the  broad  picture  of  foreign  pol¬ 
icy.  *  *  *  We  do  not  hesitate  to  say — 
as  we  have  been  saying  in  effect  for  a  long 
time — that  Mr.  Stevenson's  appraisal  of  the 
state  of  the  world  makes  a  lot  more  sense 
than  President  Eisenhower’s.  The  time  has 
come  for  the  Eisenhower  administration  to 
get/  out  of  its  complacent  mood,  to  throw 


away  its  rose-tinted  glasses,  to  tell  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  the  real  facts,  however  unpleas¬ 
ant.  Stop  all  this  nonsense  about  the  So¬ 
viets  failing.  We  are  failing.  *  *  *  The 
United  States  needs  new  policies  to  fit  the 
new  facts.  President  Eisenhower  and  his 
Secretary  of  State  need  to  get  in  step  with 
these  facts. 

It  would  appear  from  this  and  edito¬ 
rials  much  along  the  same  line  in  news¬ 
papers  throughout  the  Nation  that  Gov¬ 
ernor  Stevenson’s  address  in  Washing¬ 
ton  on  foreign  policy  has  made  a  pro¬ 
found  impression  upon  the  country. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Does  the  gentleman 
intend  to  make  the  point  of  order  be¬ 
fore  the  conclusion  of  the  unanimous 
consent  requests? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Mississippi.  Yes, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  reason  and  I  in¬ 
sist  on  the  point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 

[Roll  No.  20] 


Addonizio 

Garmatz 

Morgan 

Bailey 

Gary 

Morrison 

Barden 

Gavin 

Moulder 

Barrett 

Granahan 

Mumma 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Grant 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Konski 

Baumhart 

Haley 

O’Neill 

Betts 

Hand 

Osmers 

Blatnik 

Healey 

Philbin 

Bonner 

Hubert 

Phillips 

Bowler 

Hess 

Pilcher 

Boykin 

Hiestand 

Pillion 

Bush 

Hinshaw 

Powell 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hoffman,  III. 

Prouty 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Holland 

Quigley 

Carlyle 

Jackson 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Carrigg 

James 

Riehlman 

Chatham 

Jenkins 

Saylor 

Chiperfleld 

Jensen 

Scherer 

Chudoff 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Scott 

Clark 

Kearns 

Sheehan 

Cole 

Kee 

Shelley 

Cooley 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Sieminski 

Corbett 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Sikes 

Coudert 

Kilburn 

Simpson,  Pa, 

Cretella 

King,  Pa. 

Staggers 

Dague 

Knox 

Vanik 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Knutson 

Van  Zandt 

Dingell 

Lankford 

Vursell 

Donovan 

McConnell 

Walter 

Doyle 

McCulloch 

Watts 

Durham 

McDowell 

Wier 

Ebai'harter 

Macdonald 

Williams,  N.  J. 

Fenton 

Matthews 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Flood 

Merrow 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Fogarty 

Miller,  Calif. 

Wolcott 

Forand 

Miller,  N,  Y. 

Zelenko 

Fulton 

Mollohan 

Gamble 

Morano 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  309 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  may  sit  this 
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afternoon  while  the  House  is  in  session, 
during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  INTERSTATE  AND 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask -unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  have  until  midnight  tonight  to 
file  a  report  on  H.  R.  8901,  the  Capital 
Transit  Authority  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE  AND 

RELATED  AGENCIES  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  FISCAL  YEAR  1957 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  Friday  to  file  a  privileged  report 
on  the  bill  making  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  1957. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CLEVENGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re¬ 
serve  all  points  of  order  on  the  bill. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATION  NO. 

1746 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the 
request  of  my  colleague  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Celler],  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration  be  discharged 
from  further  consideration  of  Executive 
Communication  No.  1746,  concerning  the 
late  Honorable  Chauncey  W.  Reed  and 
that  it  be  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ATROCIOUS  MURDER  OF  ISRAELI 
SCHOOLCHILDREN 

(Mr.  ROONEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  day  or 
so  ago  I  received  the  following  telegram 
from  the  Congregation  Ohel  Abraham, 
Rabbi  N.  Horowitz,  M.  Blinder,  presi¬ 
dent;  the  Congregation  Anshei,  Rabbi 
M.  Pinsky;  the  Congregation  Kehal 
Yesob  Hatorah,  Rabbi  M.  Stern;  the 
Congregation  Machzikai  Torah  Bneiaa- 
ron.  Rabbi  H.  Horowitz;  the  Congrega¬ 
tion  Beer  Shemuel,  Rabbi  Horowitz;  the 
Congregation  Kehal  Yereim  Chust  of 
Borough  Park,  Rabbi  J.  Grunwald;  the 
Congregation  Merkaz  Amshinov,  Rabbi 
M.  Kalish;  the  Congregation  Shomrei 
Habas,  S.  Greenberg,  president;  the 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


Eretz  Israel  Committee  National  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Young  Israel,  Elijah  Stein,  chair¬ 
man;  and  the  National  Council  of  Young 
Israel,  Meyer  Wiener,  president;  all  from 
Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  protesting  the  recent 
atrocious  murder  of  Israeli  schoolchil¬ 
dren: 

Hon.  Congressman  John  J.  Rooney, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  children  slain  In  cold  blood  while  at 
prayer  in  Habad  Village  Israel  last  Wednes¬ 
day  belong  with  numerous  congregations 
and  schools  In  America  to  the  same  family 
of  Habad  Lubavitch  followers  of  purely  re¬ 
ligious  and  philanthropic  Hassidlc  movement 
headed  by  Chief  Rabbi  Menachem  Schneer- 
son,  American  citizen,  with  headquarters  in 
Brooklyn,  N.  Y.  We  are  our  brothers’  keeper 
grieved  and  heartbroken  at  cold-blooded 
murder  of  our  young  brothers  in  Holy  Land. 
We  demand  our  Government  take  energetic 
effective  steps  to  prevent  similar  massacre 
and  assure  indemnification  of  bereaved  fam¬ 
ilies. 


CIVIL-RIGHTS  BILL 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and ‘extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry 
that  a  short  time  ago  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Williams!  raised  a 
point  of  no  quorum,  because  at  the  very 
time  this  issue  was  raised,  a  meeting  was 
in  progress,  I  understand,  in  the  House 
Judiciary  Subcommittee  considering 
civil-rights  legislation.  I  think  it  is  very 
important  that  there  be  no  further  delay 
in  consideration  of  civil-rights  legisla¬ 
tion.  I  am  informed  that  at  the  very 
moment  the  quorum  call  came  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  three-point  program  was 
about  to  be  considered  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  certainly  hope  that  later  to¬ 
day  there  will  be  no  further  interrup¬ 
tions  of  this  kind  because  if  there  is  to 
be  any  action  on  President  Eisenhower’s 
recommended  program,  time  is  of  the 
essence. 


PUBLIC  RECREATION  FACILITIES  IN 
ALASKA 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.  R.  4047)  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  public  recreation  facili¬ 
ties  in  Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment, 
as  follows: 

Page  2,  after  line  9,  insert: 

“Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $100,000  per  year  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1957, 
June  30,  1958,  June  30,  1959,  June  30,  1960, 
and  June  30,  1961.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do 
this  in  order  to  get  an  explanation  of 
the  amendment.  The  bill  passed  the 
House  and  was  amended  in  the  other 
body.  Can  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  tell  us  what  the  amendment  does? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  This  bill  passed  the 
House  on  the  Consent  Calendar.  It  is 


a  bill  relating  to  the  establishment  of 
public  recreation  facilities  in  Alaska.  We 
did  not  have  a  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  money  authorized.  The  bill  as  it 
passed  the  House  on  the  Consent  Cal¬ 
endar  was  an  open-end  authorization. 
The  Senate  limited  it  to  $100,000  a  year 
for  5  years. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  TERRITORY  OF 

ALASKA  TO  INCUR  INDEBTED¬ 
NESS 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.  R.  4781)  to  authorize 
the  Territory  of  Alaska  to  incur  indebt¬ 
edness,  and  for  other  purposes,  with  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments  thereto,  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  7,  strike  out  “$12,500,000”  and 
insert  “$20,000,000.” 

Page  5,  after  line  16,  insert: 

“Sec.  7.  The  Territory  of  Alaska  is  author¬ 
ized  and  empowered  notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  the  Organic  Act  or  any  other  act 
of  Congress  to  the  contrary,  to  guarantee 
payment  of  bonds  issued  by  municipalities, 
school  districts,  and  public  utility  districts  in 
Alaska  for  constructing,  altering,  equipping, 
or  acquiring  public  improvements  of  the  na¬ 
ture  for  which  the  Territory  may  issue  bonds 
in  an  aggregate  amount  which  shall  not  at 
any  one  time  exceed  the  sum  by  which  the 
principal  amount  of  Territorial  bonds  and 
certificates  of  indebtedness  then  outstanding 
under  this  act  is  less  than  $20  million.  The 
authority  to  guarantee  bonds  of  such  sub¬ 
divisions  shall  be  exercised  in  a  manner  pre¬ 
scribed  in  section  2  of  this  act.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  ask  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Engle],  does  this  take  off  the  limi¬ 
tation  as  to  the  amount  of  bonded  in¬ 
debtedness  permitted? 

Mr.  ENGLE.  No,  it  does  not.  The  bill 
as  it  passed  the  House  authorized  the 
Territory  of  Alaska  to  incur  certain  in¬ 
debtedness,  the  Territory  being  under 
restrictions  of  its  organic  act.  The 
amount  provided  in  the  bill  was  $12,- 
500,000.  The  Senate  amendment  raises 
that  to  $20  million. 

The  second  amendment  permits  the 
Territory  to  guarantee  bonds  issued  by 
school  districts,  municipalities,  and  other 
public  agencies.  In  other  words,  it  raises 
the  amount  $7,500,000  and  permits  the 
Territory  to  use  its  financial  resources  to 
underwrite  the  bonds  of  the  school  dis¬ 
tricts  and  other  public  agencies. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  wish  to 
issue  a  warning  to  the  people  in  Alaska 
to  use  this  permission  to  incur  bonded 
indebtedness  rather  carefully,  because  I 
think  there  is  a  good  deal  of  inherent 


April  2Ji 

danger  involved.  I  do  not  like  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment.  I  think  it  is  too  liberal 
and  gives  entirely  too  much  leeway  to 
the  Territory  in  their  bonding  and  guar¬ 
anteeing  the  bonds  of  the  school  dis¬ 
tricts,  and  so  forth.  It  goes  much  fur¬ 
ther  than  the  Congress  has  ever  gone 
before.  However,  if  that  is  the  desire 
of  the  Delegate  from  Alaska  I  will  concur 
in  it. 

Mr.  ENGLE.  It  is  also  the  desire  of 
the  Governor  of  Alaska,  who  requested  it. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  still  think 
it  is  far  too  liberal,  but  I  withdraw  my 
reservation  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider 
was  laid  on  the  table. 


ORDER  OF  SIKATUNA 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
10754)  to  authorize  the  Honorable  Sam 
Rayburn,  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  to  accept  and  wear  the  award 
of  the  Order  of  Sikatuna,  Lakan  Class, 
tendered  by  the  Government  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  the  Philippines. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Honorable  Sam 
Rayrurn,  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  is  authorized  to  accept  the  award 
of  the  Order  of  Sikatuna,  Lakan  Class,  to¬ 
gether  with  any  decorations  and  documents 
evidencing  such  award.  The  Department  of 
State  is  authorized  to  deliver  to  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Sam  Raybtjrn  any  such  decorations 
and  documents  evidencing  such  award. 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  section  2  of  the 
act  of  January  31,  1881  (ch.  32,  21  Stat.  604; 
5  U.  S.  C.  114),  or  other  provision  of  law  to 
the  contrary,  the  named  recipient  may  wear 
and  display  the  aforementioned  decoration 
after  acceptance  thereof. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDING  WATERSHED  PROTEC¬ 
TION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

ACT 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I 
call  up  the  resolution  (K.  Res.  443)  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  8750, 
a  bill  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Unfon 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8750) 
to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
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divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  5 -minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  require, 
and  thereafter  yield  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Allen]. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  reading  of  the  res¬ 
olution  indicates,  this  is  an  open  rule 
providing  for  2  hours  of  debate  on  the 
bill  H.  R.  8750  which  provides  certain 
amendments  to  the  present  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  In 
my  opinion,  it  is  a  very  important  meas¬ 
ure  and  one  of  the  most  important  that 
we  may  consider  at  this  session.  I  know 
of  no  opposition  to  the  rule  on  this  side 
of  the  aisle. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  broaden 
the  scope  of  the  present  act.  It  would 
authorize  the  inclusion  of  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supplies  as  a  part  of  a 
watershed  program  and  would  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  assist  lacal 
organizations  in  carrying  out  a  multiple- 
purpose  water-  and  land-management 
program  rather  than  a  program  limited 
to  flood  prevention  and  agricultural 
water  management  as  presently  provided 
in  the  act. 

The  act  is  further  amended  to  permit 
the  inclusion  of  flood-prevention  storage 
at  sites  which  local  organizations  wish  to 
utilize  for  other  purposes  by  allowing  the 
construction  of  structures  providing 
more  than  5,000  acre-feet  of  total  capac¬ 
ity,  provided  the  construction  costs  of 
the  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet 
is  borne  by  the  local  organizations. 

Another  amendment  provides  that 
local  organizations  shall  not  be  required 
to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction 
cost  of  structural  measures  applicable 
to  flood  prevention.  This  would  allow 
some  degree  of  Federal  aid  in  the  storage 
of  water  for  such  purposes  as  irrigation 
and  streamflow  regulations. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  projects  in¬ 
volving  a  Federal  contribution  of  less 
than  $250,000  need  not  be  submitted  sep¬ 
arately  to  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Two  new  sections  are  added  to  the 
present  act.  One  provides  for  long-term 
loans  at  the  Government  rate  of  interest 
to  local  organizations  for  the  purpose  of 
financing  their  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
programs.  The  other  extends  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  to  Hawaii,  Alaska, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  committee  report  complies  with 
the  Ramseyer  rule  and  I  urge  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  House  Resolution  443  so  the  House 
may  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
H. R.  8750. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  know  of  no  one  who  is  opposed  to  this 
rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 


(Mr.  THORNBERRY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage], 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  8750,  with  Mr. 
Edmondson  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  a  great  many  years 
it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  try  to  assist  communities 
which  have  suffered  from  floods.  That 
development  has  moved  along  through¬ 
out  the  years.  I  believe  at  first  it  in¬ 
volved  only  the  Mississippi  River  and 
involved  nothing  but  the  erection  of 
levees.  As  the  years  went  by,  we  found 
that  more  and  more  areas  of  the  coun¬ 
try  were  involved  in  disastrous  floods  and 
we  called  upon  the  Army  engineers  to 
carry  out  a  more  comprehensive  program 
of  flood  control  to  try  to  protect  our 
great  urban  areas  and  our  agricultural 
areas  as  well  as  our  industrial  and  trans¬ 
portation  facilities  from  losses  by  these 
disastrous  floods.  Gradually  it  became 
apparent  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
straighten  out  the  channels  or  build 
levees  to  protect  against  floods,  but  it 
was  also  necessary  to  build  great  stor¬ 
age  reservoirs.  The  engineers  went  fur¬ 
ther  and  further  up  the  stream  and  built 
larger  and  larger  reservoirs,  and  they 
did  a  great  job  of  flood  control.  Our 
system  of  flood  control  is  probably  the 
greatest  in  the  world  involving  the  con¬ 
trol  of  waters  that  have  become  concen¬ 
trated  in  our  streams.  The  Federal 
Government  has  always  paid  the  entire 
cost  of  flood  control,  because  we  felt  it 
was  a  matter  that  involved  a  wide  num¬ 
ber  of  our  citizenship  and  it  was  not 
something  you  could  assess  against  any 
one  individual;  that  it  was  something  the 
burden  of  whfch  should  fall  on  all  of  our 
people.  The  Government  has  paid  a  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  money  to  control 
floodwaters,  and  I  think  properly.  We 
have  spent  probably  half  a  billion  dollars 
a  year  for  a  good  many  years  in  carrying 
on  flood-control  works,  to  control  waters 
that  come  down  our  rivers  in  such  volume 
that  the  river  channels  could  not  carry 
the  water. 

In  recent  years  we  have  begun  to 
recognize  more  and  more  that  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  this  work  we  need  something 
more  in  the  way  of  trying  to  prevent  the 
occurrence  of  as  many  floods  as  we  can. 
So  we  passed  what  was  known  as  the 


Flood  Prevention  Act,  whereby  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  assumed  at  least  partial 
responsibility  for  carrying  out  the  up¬ 
stream  works  with  the  idea  of  preventing 
as  many  of  the  floods  as  we  could.  The 
more  floods  you  can  prevent,  the  less 
you  have  to  control.  Obviously  you  can¬ 
not  prevent  all  floods,  so  you  still  need 
flood  control,  but  to  the  extent  you  can 
prevent  floods  you  save  that  much  money 
on  flood  control. 

Flood  prevention  must  occur  some¬ 
where  close  to  the  head  of  the  stream, 
where  the  water  falls.  Flood  prevention 
is  primarily  a  matter  of  causing  the 
water  to  sink  into  the  ground  where  it 
falls.  Failing  in  that,  it  involves  tem¬ 
porary  detention  of  the  water  until  such 
time  as  the  channels  below  will  carry  it 
without  overflowing  and  thereby  result¬ 
ing  in  floods.  So  we  first  look  to  the  uses 
of  water  on  the  land.  That  means  on 
the  farms  and  on  the  ranches.  We  try 
to  make  as  much  water  as  possible  sink 
into  the  ground  where  it  falls.  Then  we 
look  to  the  detention  of  the  water  close 
to  where  it  falls.  For  that  detention  we 
have  built  detention  dams.  That  is  a 
dam  that  would  be  a  storage  dam  if  you 
left  the  water  there.  But  you  do  not 
leave  the  water  there.  So  you  estimate 
the  size  of  the  spillway  so  that  at  no  time 
will  more  water  run  out  than  the  stream 
below  may  carry.  If  you  put  enough  of 
those  dams  upstream  you  do  not  have 
your  streams  overflowing.  Perhaps  it 
would  take  2  weeks  for  the  water  to  run 
out,  whereas  if  there  was  no  detention 
it  would  cause  disaster  to  the  people  be¬ 
low  as  it  ran  out  all  at  once. 

So  in  the  original  Flood  Prevention 
Act  we  provided  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  might  contribute  to  a  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  flood  prevention  projects,  but 
not  all  of  the  cost.  We  left  the  major 
share  of  the  burden  on  the  farmer  who 
owns  the  land.  He  is  not  the  man  who 
is  primarily  interested  in  the  protection 
that  is  afforded  by  this  flood  prevention, 
because  that  protection  is  somewhere 
down  the  stream.  That  farmer  is  not 
the  man  who  is  overflowed,  because  it  is 
water  coming  off  of  his  land  that  hurts 
somebody  else.  So  we  thought  that  we 
would  make  a  partnership  arrangement, 
but  we  found  that  would  put  too  large 
a  part  of  the  cost  on  the  man  who  owns 
the  land.  So  we  come  to  you  today  with 
a  bill  that  leaves  all  of  the  burden  of 
handling  the  water  on  the  farm,  the  cost 
of  making  it  sink  into  the  ground,  the 
cost  of  such  practice  as  stripcropping 
and  terracing,  on  the  owner  of  the  land. 
These  costs  are  paid  by  the  farmer  be¬ 
cause  they  add  to  the  productivity  of  his 
farm.  But  we  provide  in  this  bill  today 
a  change  in  the  policy  of  the  cost;  we 
say  that  the  Federal  Government  will 
pay  all  of  the  cost  of  all  structures  to  the 
extent  that  flood  control  is  involved,  but 
that  the  farmer  will  continue  to  pay  all 
of  the  cost  for  his  land  treatment  which 
leaves  him  with  a  cost  in  most  cases 
equal  to  and  in  many  cases  in  excess  of 
the  cost  that  will  be  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government.  We  leave  to  the  farmer  or 
to  his  local  association  all  the  cost  of 
rights-of-way  and  of  operation  of  the 
project.  We  are  simply  applying  to  the 


6158 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


flood -prevention  program  the  same  cri¬ 
teria  that  we  have  long  applied  to  the 
flood  control  and  the  reclamation  pro¬ 
grams.  Where  we  have  built  dams  for 
other  purposes  in  the  United  States  we 
have  always  said  that  to  the  extent  that 
they  contributed  to  flood  control  the 
Federal  Government  would  pay  the  cost 
of  such  control. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  In  look¬ 
ing  over  the  report  on  the  flood-control 
amendments  I  find  no  report  from  the 
Agriculture  Department.  I  do  find, 
however,  comments  taken  out  of  some 
text  and  I  call  attention  to  the  one 
applying  to  the  fourth  amendment 
where  it  states: 

A  fourth  amendment  would  provide  “That 
the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organ¬ 
izations  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 
flood  prevention.”  We  feel  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  defeats  the  concept  of  cost  sharing 
presently  embodied  in  the  act  which  provides 
that,  “local  organizations  shall  assume  such 
proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  any  works 
of  improvement  involving  Federal  assistance 
as  may  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  the  anticipated 
benefits  from  such  improvements.” 

I  do  not  understand  that  the  bill  con¬ 
forms  in  that  respect  with  the  thinking 
of  the  Department  relative  to  sharing  of 
local  costs  with  the  Federal  Government. 
The  Federal  Government  does  all  the 
work  and  pays  all  the  cost — or  where  it  is 
a  local  project  do  the  local  people  who 
receive  the  benefits  make  some  contribu¬ 
tion? 

The  gentleman  spoke  about  soil  strip¬ 
ping  and  conservation  practices  where 
the  farmer  gets  paid  for  it  as  a  conserva¬ 
tion  measure,  soil  stripping,  summer  fal¬ 
lowing,  and  things  of  that  kind.  The 
Congress  has  presently  dealt  with  3  or  4 
phases  of  it.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  comment  on  the  suggestion  given 
to  the  Government  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  whether  there  was  a  re¬ 
port  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
what  is  the  attitude  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  this  measure. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  have  been  doing  just 
that.  I  must  apologize  to  the  House  if 
I  have  expressed  myself  so  ineptly  as  not 
to  get  that  point  across,  because  that  is 
exactly  what  I  have  been  trying  to  do  the 
last  5  minute,  commenting  upon  the 
whole  philosophy  in  which  there  is  a  dis¬ 
agreement  between  the  viewpoint  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  pay  for 
flood  control  if  it  is  a  part  of  a  reclama¬ 
tion  project  but  should  not  pay  for  flood 
control  if  it  is  a  part  of  an  agriculture 
program.  There  are  those  who  feel  that 
the  Federal  Government  should  pay  all 
of  the  cost  of  flood  control  if  it  is  carried 
on  by  any  other  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  than  the  engineers  or  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation.  It  is  my  feeling  and 
was  the  feeling  of  the  committee  that  the 
Federal  Government  should  pay  for  flood 
control  regardless  of  the  agency  that 
carries  it  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  has  consumed  10  minutes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes  and  now 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas. 


Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  the  amendments 
proposed  in  this  bill  do  not  bring  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  quite  into  line 
with  the  other  Federal  agencies  on  the 
cost  of  flood-control  projects  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  For  instance,  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation  provide  the  cost  of 
the  site  and  also  of  the  maintenance. 
Under  the  terms  of  this  bill  those  costs 
are  borne  by  the  local  interests. 

Even  though  it  does  not  bring  it  up  to 
the  level  of  other  agencies  those  most 
interested  in  conservation  are  willing  to 
take  it  as  it  is. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  right, 
this  bill  still  leaves  the  local  people  as¬ 
suming  a  greater  part  of  the  cost  than 
they  would  under  any  other  program 
which  involves  any  flood  control. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman,  and  I  quote  from  page  2 
of  the  report: 

In  general,  the  amended  act  will  provide 
three  different  levels  of  Federal  cost  shar¬ 
ing — 

And  I  refer  to  (c) : 

(c)  And  those  purposes  where  the  Federal 
Government  will  bear  no  part  of  the  struc¬ 
tural  cost  (municipal  and  industrial  water 
supplies) . 

My  question  is:  What  is  the  change  in 
the  cost  sharing  under  section  (c)  as  out¬ 
lined  on  page  2  ? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Under  the  present  bill 
there  is  not  any  way  whereby  you  can 
put  municipal  water  supplies  into  one 
of  these  reservoirs.  I  do  not  want  to 
preclude  anyone  from  going  into  that 
question  but  maybe  if  I  could  proceed  a 
moment  and  outline  the  changes  in  the 
bill  I  could  save  some  questions.  There 
is  no  provision  in  the  present  law  where¬ 
by  you  can  have  municipal  water  stor¬ 
age.  We  do  provide  for  municipal  wa¬ 
ter  storage  in  this  bill  but  the  local  peo¬ 
ple  pay  the  costs. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  The  reason  I  asked 
that  is  because  I  happen  to  have  one 
city  in  my  area  where  this  is  under  con¬ 
sideration  and  it  is  my  understanding 
there  was  a  cost  sharing  and  the  city 
paid  a  part  of  it.  Is  there  any  change 
in  that? 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  is  no  change  be-  ' 
cause  there  is  now  no  way  in  which  your 
city  can  share  in  the  use  of  such  a  reser¬ 
voir  and  there  is  no  way  you  can  put 
municipal  water  storage  into  one  of 
these  projects  under  the  present  law.  In 
this  bill,  we  specifically  provide  that  the 
local  interest,  which  would  be  your  city, 
which  needs  municipal  water,  shall  bear 
all  of  the  extra  costs  that  are  incident  to 
providing  that  municipal  water. 

As  I  pointed  out  before  I  started  yield¬ 
ing,  the  first  thing  this  bill  does  is  to 
provide  that  the  Federal  Government 
shall  bear  all  of  the  cost  of  flood  control 
just  as  we  do  for  any  other  program.  In 
the  reclamation  program  the  Federal 
Government  bears  the  cost  of  flood  con¬ 
trol.  .  When  we  build  any  multipurpose 
dam  in  the  West,  largely  for  power,  the 
Federal  Government  bears  all  of  the 
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costs  allocable  to  flood  control.  When 
we  build  a  flood-control  dam,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  bears  all  of  the  cost 
of  flood  control.  We  provide  here  that 
the  Federal  Government  shall  bear  all 
of  the  cost  of  flood  control. 

Let  us  assume  that  there  are  needed 
4,000  acre-feet  of  detention  capacity  for 
flood  control.  The  Government  would 
pay  that  cost.  Then  let  us  assume  your 
city,  wants  to  put  on  an  addition  of  say 
5,000  acre-feet,  for  city  storage.  The 
city  could  do  that  under  this  bill  pro¬ 
vided  the  city  would  come  in  and  pay  all 
the  additional  cost,  not  the  basic  cost 
but  the  additional  cost,  which  will  re¬ 
duce  the  overall  cost  per  acre-foot.  Sup¬ 
pose  in  that  same  area  you  wanted  to 
organize  a  little  reclamation  project 
downstream  and  you  wanted  4,000  acre- 
feet  for  that.  That  would  give  you  a 
total  of  13,000  acre-feet.  Your  recla¬ 
mation  project  would  have  to  pay  for 
the  4,000  acre  feet  that  is  uses.  Your 
city  would  have  to  pay  for  the  5,000  acre- 
feet  it  proposed  to  use.  Each  one  of  the 
local  projects  would  have  to  pay  for  the 
additional  storage  that  is  provided  for 
its  own  purpose.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  pay  only  for  the  flood-con¬ 
trol  part  of  the  reservoir.  In  no  event 
could  that  storage  for  flood  purposes  ex¬ 
ceed  5,000  acre-feet  in  any  structure. 

Mr.  SPRINGER.  That  answers  the 
question. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  under  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  the  cost 
of  the  right-of-way,  easements,  and  all 
other  expenses,  with  the  exception  of 
the  structure  itself,  is  borne  by  the  local 
organization. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  question:  Under  the  programs 
sponsored  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  as 
well  as  under  the  Bureau  of  Reclama¬ 
tion,  is  it  not  true  that  the  projects  are 
considered  Federal,  while  under  this  act 
the  projects  are  considered  local? 

;  Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  We  ask  that  the  Federal 
f  Government  contribute  in  part  as  much 
•  for  the  local  projects  as  it  does  for  Fed¬ 
eral  projects  where  it  bears  the  entire 
expense. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes.  The  local  people 
have  to  pay  the  expense  of  operating 
these  projects  after  we  get  them  in  oper¬ 
ation,  whereas  if  you  build  them  as  a 
Federal  project  the  Government  will  pay 
it. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  That  is  in  addition  to 
furnishing  the  right-of-way  and  ease¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  and  doing  all  other 
land  treatment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts. 
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Mr.  BOLAND.  In  reference  to  the 
question  just  asked  by  the  gentleman,  is 
it  true  this  reservoir  which  provides  for 
5,000  acre-feet  of  flood  control  is  still 
considered  as  a  local  project? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  This  is  only  a  flood 
control  project  embracing  5,000  acre- 
feet  of  storage.  Is  that  a  local  project 
under  the  terms  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Let  me  explain  it  this 
way.  The  only  way  under  this  bill  you 
can  build  any  kind  of  a  project  is  as 
part  of  a  watershed  project.  This  bill 
does  not  provide  for  the  erection  of  an 
isolated  structure  without  regard  to  the 
other  flood  prevention  needs  of  the 
watershed. 

This  bill  only  provides  for  the  com¬ 
plete  control  of  a  given  watershed  which 
must  be  less  than  250,000  acres,  because 
you  cannot  have  a  watershed  larger  than 
that  under  the  basic  law.  If,  as  one  part 
of  the  control  of  that  watershed,  you 
need  a  reservoir,  a  detention  reservoir, 
that  reservoir  cannot  exceed,  even  under 
the  basic  law  or  under  this  proposal, 
5,000  acre-feet  of  detention  capacity. 
But,  this  bill  would  amend  the  basic  law 
so  that  other  local  interests  may  come 
in  and  join  with  the  watershed  project 
which  is  itself  a  local  project  organized 
under  State  law.  This  bill  then  would 
allow  other  local  interests  to  cooperate 
with  this  local  interest  that  is  doing  the 
watershed  development  and  to  put  stor¬ 
age  for  specific  purposes,  additional 
storage,  in  these  reservoirs,  but  there 
could  be  no  reservoir  constructed  sim¬ 
ply  for  municipal  purposes  or  simply  for 
irrigation  under  this  bill.  It  would  have 
to  be  incident  to  a  complete  watershed 
development.  That  is  one  of  the  places 
that  this  bill  so  completely  differs  with 
some  of  those  we  had  before,  in  that  this 
bill  affects  only  those  areas  where  you 
are  trying  to  develop  a  watershed  as  an 
integrated  unit. 

Now,  I  have  called  your  attention  to 
the  fact  that  this  bill  changes  the  basis 
of  sharing  the  cost  of  the  flood-control 
features.  I  have  called  your  attention 
to  the  fact  that  it  allows  the  use  of  these 
structures  for  multiple  purposes.  L 
should  call  your  attention  to  the  further 
fact  that  the  bill  provides  a  financing 
for  those  multiple  purposes  that  is  not  in 
the  present  law.  Under  the  present  gen¬ 
eral  law,  if  you  are  building  a  reclama¬ 
tion  project,  the  Government  will  finance 
it  for  50  years  without  interest.  Our 
committee  felt  that  we  did  not  want  to 
go  into  the  interest-free  money  for  this 
purpose,  so  we  have  provided  that  the 
local  interest  can  borrow  the  needed 
funds  from  the  Federal  Government. 
That  will  mean  your  city  can  borrow 
if  it  wanted  to  put  muncipal  water  into 
one  of  these  reservoirs.  It  would  mean 
your  reclamation  project,  if  you  had  a 
little  reclamation  project  down  below 
the  dam  which  wanted  to  put  in  5,000 
acre-feet  of  storage  for  irrigation. 
These  local  groups,  cities,  or  districts 
could  come  to  the  Federal  Government 
to  borrow  the  money  necessary  to  in¬ 
stall  their  part  of  the  dam  and  could 
borrow  at  the  going  rate  of  public  money, 
which  is  roughly  2.5  percent  interest. 
This  provision  is  inserted  in  order  that 


the  Federal  Government  would  lose  no 
money  on  these  projects.  Of  course,  in 
a  direct  reclamation  project,  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  actually  loses  interest  for  50 
years.  In  this  bill  we  are  not  providing 
that  kind  of  subsidy  but  only  providing 
what  we  think  is  a  very  effective  method 
of  enabling  the  local  interests  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  a  needed  program  without  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government.  We  think 
that  is  highly  desirable  and  highly  nec¬ 
essary  to  provide  a  source  of  credit  for 
the  local  cities  and  districts. 

There  is  one  technical  provision  in  the 
bill  which  I  think  is  important.  The 
original  basic  law  has  a  proviso  that  all 
pi'ojects  must  be  reviewed  by  the  gover¬ 
nor,  by  the  local  State  interests,  by  each 
of  the  departments  up  here :  Agriculture, 
Reclamation,  Army,  and  so  forth,  and 
then  come  down  to  the  Congress  and 
wait  here  45  days.  We  provide  in  those 
particular  projects  where  the  total  cost 
involved  is  less  than  $250,000  that  we 
waive  that  long  period  of  review  and 
waiting  and  let  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  pass  on  the  application.  The  re¬ 
view  period  is  still  required  on  all  larger 
projects,  but  we  think  that  on  those 
smaller  projects,  some  of  them  for  less 
than  $10,000,  it  is  rather  ridiculous  to 
spend  so  much  time  for  review. 

There  is  another  thing.  This  bill  ex¬ 
tends  the  provisions  of  the  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act  to  Puerto  Rico,  Alaska,  and 
Hawaii.  I  believe  that  covers  the  bill. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
H.  R.  8750,  amending  the  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  of  1954,  is  an  extremely  im¬ 
portant  measure.  It  seems  to  me  that 
anyone  who  really  understands  the  vital 
necessity  of  caring  for  the  land  and  con¬ 
serving  water  would  wholeheartedly  sup¬ 
port  this  improvement  in  the  original 
bill,  which  concept  was  different  from 
anything  yet  conceived. 

At  this  point  I  wish  to  pay  the  highest 
tribute  to  my  colleague,  W.  R.  Poage  of 
the  11th  District  of  Texas,  who  had  the 
foresight  to  devise  a  plan  which  has  al¬ 
ready  proved  itself  in  practical  opera¬ 
tion. 

As  I  have  said  on  numerous  occasions, 
it  is  the  application  of  a  theory  of  closing 
the  barn  door  before  the  horse  has  fled. 

’  It  is  truly  a  flood  prevention  program. 
It  is  impof-tant  to  control  floods,  but  it 
is  tremendously  more  important  to  pre- 
;  vent  those  floods  before  they  have  swept 
the  living  land  down  to  the  sea. 

Arguments  are  advanced  by  some  that 
it  is  either  big  dams  or  small  dams.  They 
do  not  concede  that  each  has  its  pur¬ 
pose  and  that  one  compliments  the  other. 

One  of  the  greatest  problems  con¬ 
nected  with  large  downstream  dams  is 
sedimentation.  Smaller  dams  on  the 
tributaries  of  the  larger  streams  are,  of 
course,  a  protection  for  these  very  ex¬ 
pensive  projects.  Likewise,  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  small  streams  and  creeks 
feeding  the  larger  tributaries  of  the  main 
stream  is  a  protection  for  these  middle- 
size  dams. 

So  one  is  certainly  complimentary  to 
the  other  and  all  three  types  are  needed 
if  proper  conservation  is  to  be  accom¬ 
plished. 

In  the  great  southwestern  area  of  this 
country,  if  the  flow  of  water  can  be 


slowed  down,  we  will  be  succeeding  to  a 
great  extent  in  preventing  erosion. 

The  1954  flood-prevention  measure  was 
a  tremendously  important  step  in  the 
right  direction.  The  pilot  projects  which 
have  been  built  under  this  act  are  today 
paying  dividends  in  conservation.  Those 
which  are  accomplished  facts  provide  a 
demonstration  for  all  to  see  what  can 
really  be  done  in  an  organized  effort 
with  assistance  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

However,  after  the  pilot  projects  had 
been  selected,  the  present  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  raised  the  ante  considerably 
on  the  landowners.  It  was  thought  wise 
at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  original 
act  in  1954  to  leave  wide  latitude  for  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  In  fact,  in  the  beginning  of  this 
program,  I  think  everyone  agrees  it  was 
necessary  that  such  be  done.  The  re¬ 
quirement  later  placed  on  the  landowners 
that  they  pay  approximately  50' percent 
of  the  cost,  and  giving  them  no  credit 
for  previous  conservation  practices,  no 
credit  for  easements  and  rights-of-way, 
maintenance,  and  other  contributions, 
has  prevented  the  program  from  going 
forward.  In  the  State  of  Texas  we  have 
approximately  100  applications  for  such 
projects.  About  half  of  them  have  been 
approved  by  the  proper  State  agency,  but 
very  few — I  believe  only  3  or  4 — have 
been  finally  approved,  because  local 
people  simply  cannot  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  imposed. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat,  it 
is  extremely  important  and  highly  desir¬ 
able  that  the  provisions  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  be  adopted  in  order  that  the  intents 
of  this  program  may  be  effective.  I 
would  not  especially  call  this  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  original  act  a  liberalization 
of  its  provisions.  It  simply  recognizes 
the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  matters  of  flood  control,  in  the 
same  manner  that  it  has  heretofore  done 
with  reference  to  larger  dams.  I  think 
it  will  make  it  possible  for  local  commu¬ 
nities  to  meet  that  part  of  the  respon¬ 
sibility  which  is  justly  theirs,  and  that 
it  will  pay  dividends  to  the  entire  coun¬ 
try  by  reason  of  the  soil-  and  water-con¬ 
servation  features. 

Let  me  say  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
I  have  never  seen  greater  devotion,  en¬ 
ergy,  and  enthusiasm  on  the  part  of  any¬ 
one  in  a  public  position  than  those  men 
of  the  Conservation  Service,  whose  duty 
it  is  to  carry  out  the  intents  of  this  pro¬ 
gram.  I  have  had  occasion  to  see  all  of 
them  in  my  particular  area,  and  I  am  sure 
that  they  are  no  different  from  those  in 
other  localities.  They  are  wholly  coop¬ 
erative  and  practical  in  every  approach. 
All  those  whom  I  know  are  highly  quali¬ 
fied  and  dedicated  to  accomplishing 
those  things  intended  in  this  important 
feature  of  soil  and  water  conservation. 
I  know  that  if  we  can  broaden  this  con¬ 
cept  to  make  possible  the  purposes  in¬ 
tended  much  good  will  come  of  it  because 
it  will  be  in  the  hands  of  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  people  and  soil  conservation-minded 
local  citizens  who  will  make  the  most  of 
every  dollar  invested  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  use  the  word  “invested”  be¬ 
cause,  my  friends,  it  is  one  of  the  best 
possible  investments  which  can  be  made. 
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I  trust  this  measure  will  pass  without 
a  dissenting  vote,  and  I  believe  those  of 
you  who  are  not  directly  affected,  and 
who  may  never  have  such  a  development 
in  your  district,  can  still  take  pride  in 
the  fact  that  you  exercise  sound  judg¬ 
ment  in  preserving  not  only  soil  and 
water,  but  in  preserving  the  people  on 
the  land,  and  that  they  might  live  better. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  has  been  well  said  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage], 
this  is  a  logical  extension  of  the  original 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Control 
Act.  There  are  really  just  two  principal 
changes  made  in  this  bill.  There  are 
others  of  a  more  minor  nature.  I  am 
going  to  refer  to  those  two  and  perhaps 
discuss  some  of  the  minor  changes  if 
time  permits. 

One  of  these  principal  changes  is  that 
this  bill  sets  up  a  multipurpose  program. 
The  other  one  is  the  change  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  payment  of  the  cost  of  the  struc¬ 
tures  in  flood-control  projects. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  and  I 
had  two  important  objectives  in  mind 
when  we  developed  the  pilot  watershed 
program,  which  was  the  forerunner  of 
the  legislation  you  seek  to  amend  today. 

Our  first  objective,  of  course,  was  the 
treatment  of  small  watersheds  for  the 
benefit  of  local  farmers  and  the  people 
living  on  the  lower  reaches  of  the 
streams  to  be  treated.  Probably  no 
other  conservation  program  in  recent 
years  has  been  so  universally  accepted 
by  farmers,  municipalities,  and  others 
as  has  this  pilot  program. 

The  other  important  objective  was  to 
provide,  as  the  name  implies,  a  pilot 
operation  from  which  we  could  gain  the 
necessary  experience  to  successfully  de¬ 
velop  an  overall  program  for  the  entire 
Nation. 

As  I  interpret  your  amendment,  you 
proposed  to  bring  the  cost-sharing  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Public  Law  566  program 
into  line  with  the  provisions  of  the  pilot 
program.  You  are  drawing  upon  our 
experience  under  the  pilot  program  in 
revising  this  cost-sharing  provision,  are 
you  not? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  true  in  a  large 
part.  In  addition  to  that,  we  are  doing 
what  I  mentioned  a  moment  ago;  we  are 
authorizing  multipurpose  projects  rath¬ 
er  than  purely  flood-control  projects. 

I  am  glad  the  gentleman  mentioned 
the  pilot  plant  projects  which  have  been 
so  successful.  Everyone  in  this  country 
who  is  interested  in  water  conservation 
owes  him  a  debt  of  gratitude  for  the 
great  part  he  had  in  making  this  pro¬ 
gram  possible. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Certain¬ 
ly;  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Hope]  has  been  a  leader  in  behalf  of 
agriculture  all  the  years  he  has  served 
in  Congress.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  has  for  a  good  many 
years  been  interested  in  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  legislation  and  has  been  one  of 
the  leaders  in  Congress  with  respect  to 


it.  He  has  suggested  that  after  all,  if  it 
is  fair  for  the  Federal  Government  to  as¬ 
sume  the  entire  cost  of  the  flood  control 
in  the  program  of  the  Army  engineers 
and  the  reclamation  program,  why  is  it 
not  fair  to  accord  to  the  watershed  pro¬ 
tection  program,  which  means  so  much 
to  the  rural  communities  of  America, 
the  same  degree  of  protection?  I  think 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  was  absolute¬ 
ly  correct  and  I  wish  to  compliment  him 
and  Mr.  Hope  at  this  time  upon  bring¬ 
ing  this  bill  before  the  House. 

Mr.  HOPE.  As  the  gentleman  has 
well  said,  this  brings  the  program  as  far 
as  construction  costs  of  the  structure 
are  concerned  into  line  with  other  flood 
control  programs,  whether  by  the  Army 
engineers  or  under  the  reclamation  serv¬ 
ice.  Under  this  bill  the  cost  of  that  part 
of  the  structure  that  goes  to  flood  con¬ 
trol  is  paid  by  the  Federal  Government. 
This  is  the  only  type  of  project  where 
local  people  have  been  asked  to  share 
the  cost  of  flood  control  structures. 

This  bill  is  a  logical  extension  of  the 
original  Watershed  Act  which  became  a 
law  in  1954.  The  fact  that  we  are  back 
here  so  soon,  you  might  say,  with  an 
extension  of  that  act,  shows  how  rapidly 
we  are  moving  in  the  field  of  water  de¬ 
velopment  in  this  country. 

It  has  been  only  during  the  past  4  or 
5  years,  let  me  say,  that  the  American 
people  have  come  to  realize  the  great 
extent  to  which  we  have  depleted  our 
water  resources.  And  they  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  see  the  great  demands  that  will 
be  made  upon  our  water  resources  in  the 
years  ahead  by  our  increase  in  popula¬ 
tion,  by  our  expanding  industrial  uses 
for  water,  as  well  as  increased  house¬ 
hold  uses.  We  are  consuming  tremen¬ 
dously  increased  quantities  of  water  for 
all  these  purposes  to  say  nothing  of  the 
expanding  use  of  water  for  irrigation 
even  in  the  more  humid  sections. 

I  believe  anyone  who  has  studied  the 
water  question  at  all  must  agree  and 
admit  that  it  is  one  of  the  most  serious 
problems  confronting  the  country  at  this 
time.  Many  of  us  who  have  been  work¬ 
ing  on  this  legislation  believe  the  only 
way  we  are  going  to  solve  this  great 
problem  of  making'  the  wisest  and  best 
use  of  our  water  is  by  storing  that  water 
in  the  soil  or  in  small  reservoirs  near 
the  place  where  it  fell.  Of  course,  some 
of  it  will  get  away  and  we  will  have  to 
have  larger  dams  down  the  streams. 
Some  of  it  we  will  want  for  recla¬ 
mation.  That  will  be  taken  care  of  under 
reclamation  projects  large  and  small. 
But  the  nearer  we  can  come  to  holding 
this  water  near  the  plaice  where  it  falls 
the  better  job  we  are  going  to  do  in 
conserving  our  water  resources. 

That  is  the  purpose  of  this  legislation. 
It  provides  for  multiple  uses  of  water. 
There  is  a  general  realization  that  the 
original  act  was  too  limited  in  provid¬ 
ing  only  for  flood  control. 

It  was  very  apparent  soon  after  the 
act  was  passed  that  people  regarded  it 
as  being  too  limited,  because  we  imme¬ 
diately  began  to  get  inquiries  as  to  why 
a  small  city,  for  instance,  which  wanted 
to  put  in  some  water  storage  could  not 
combine  its  project  with  a  flood-control 
project  and  thus  get  municipal  water. 


April  21* 

People  were  interested  in  getting  water 
for  irrigation  and  industrial  purposes  or 
any  of  the  other  multitudinous  uses  to 
which  we  put  water  in  our  complex  econ¬ 
omy  of  today.  So  that  is  one  of  the 
important  changes  we  have  made  in 
this  bill.  We  have  made  it  a  multiple- 
purpose  piece  of  water  legislation. 

The  the  second  change  is  the  one  that 
was  mentioned  particularly  and  dwelt 
upon  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage],  that  is,  that 
we  are  now  putting  this  legislation  in 
the  same  category  as  all  othef  flood 
control  legislation  in  that  we  are  re¬ 
quiring  that  the  Federal  Government  pay 
the  cost  of  flood  control  structures.  I  said 
we  are  putting  it  in  the  same  category. 
We  are  not,  however,  because  if  you 
have  a  flood  control  project  built  by 
the  Army  engineers  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  not  only  pays  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  it  pays  for  the  site  and  it  pays  for 
the  maintenance  thereafter  of  the  proj¬ 
ect.  Here  the  site  will  be  furnished 
locally,  and  after  the  structure  is  com¬ 
pleted  the  local  people  must  assume  the 
cost  of  maintaining  it.  So  we  have  not 
gone  in  this  legislation  as  far  as  the 
participation  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  cost  is  concerned  as  we 
have  in  flood  control  projects  of  the 
Army  engineers  and  that  reclamation 
projects  which  deal  in  part  with  flood 
control.  In  view  of  what  is  being  done 
by  other  agencies  we  feel  that  in  all 
fairness  to  the  people  who  have  to  pay 
the  cost  of  these  small  flood  control  proj¬ 
ects  the  Federal  Government  should 
at  least  bear  the  cost  of  the  structures. 
That  is  all  we  are  asking  the  Federal 
Government  to  do. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  May  I  ask  my 
able  colleague  from  Kansas,  who  is 
familiar  with  the  Washita  project,  this 
question.  The  Sandstone  and  other  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  Washita  River  Basin  was 
initially  a  pilot  soil  conservation  district 
project  wherein  the  Government  paid 
the  entire  cost  and  the  local  people  fur¬ 
nished  the  right-of-way  and  land.  This 
was  an  excellent  program.  Will  this  new 
measure  be  similar  to  the  11  pilot  proj¬ 
ects?  One  phase  of  this  new  program 
will  be  similar  to  that,  will  it  not? 

Mr.  HOPE.  It  will  be  similar  to  the  11 
projects  of  which  the  Washita  is  one.  As 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  pointed 
out,  it  will  also  be  more  nearly  like  the 
original  Pilot  Plant  Act  that  we  passed  a 
few  years  ago. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  In  Oklahoma 
many  worthwhile  soil-conservation  proj¬ 
ects  have  been  approved  by  our  able  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  district  officials.  Though  there  are 
not  sufficient  funds  under  existing  pro¬ 
grams  to  put  them  all  on  a  priority  basis, ' 
would  this  permit  a  number  of  projects  to 
be  approved  without  limiting  the  number 
of  needy  projects? 

Mr.  HOPE.  There  would  be  no  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  number  of  projects.  The 
only  limitation  is  the  amount  of  money 
which  might  be  made  available. 
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Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  I  wish  to  thank 
the  gentleman  and  compliment  him  and 
members  of  the  House  Agricultural  Com¬ 
mittee  in  pressing  for  passage  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  HOPE.  There  are,  of  course, 
many,  many  projects  which  are  now 
going  through  the  mill,  both  in  the  States 
and  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
We  do  not  know  how  large  this  program 
may  finally  become,  but  the  interest  in 
it  is  tremendous. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Again  permit 
me  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  sure  the  program  will 
expand,  and  rapidly,  especially  if  we 
pass  this  legislation. 

Mr.  CHELP.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHELP.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  I  am  very  much  interested  in  this 
legislation.  It  will  go  far  toward  help¬ 
ing  our  farmers  and  our  local  State 
governments  to  preserve  our  water  sup¬ 
ply  and  our  soil  as  well.  I  see  something 
here  I  would  like  to  have  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  clarify  for  me.  The 
bill  reads: 

Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  In  not  more 
than  50  years  from  the  date  when  prin¬ 
cipal  benefits  of  the  project  first  become 
available  with  interest,  at  the  average  rate, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury — 

Suppose  you  have  a  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  at  some  future  time  who  is  un¬ 
friendly.  One  who  is  not  interested  in 
this  program.  A  Secretary  who  would 
like  to  see  an  honest  and  a  practical 
application  of  the  law  fail.  Suppose  he 
makes  the  interest  rate  so  high  that  the 
local  water  districts  cannot  make  these 
loans.  What  happens  in  that  case? 
Who  determines  the  interest  rate? 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  rate  is  that  rate  at 
which  the  Federal  Government  is  bor¬ 
rowing  money.  That  is  what  determines 
the  interest  rate.  It  is  the  interest  rate 
on  long-term  borrowings  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  did  not  read  the  entire  sen¬ 
tence.  It  says : 

At  the  average  rate  of  Interest,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
paid  on  long-term  interest-bearing  market¬ 
able  securities  of  the  United  State's  outstand¬ 
ing  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  loan  is  made. 

It  becomes  simply  a  ministerial  act 
on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  to  make  the  calculation — that 
is  all  he  can  do — and  it  is  about  2l/z 
percent. 

Mr.  CHELP.  You  mean  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  no  control  over  the  interest 
rate  on  this  type  of  loan? 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  Congress  has  the 
control.  We  have  said  it  shall  be  what¬ 
ever  the  United  States  Government  is 
paying  for  money.  In  other  words,  the 
purpose  of  it  is  to  see  that  the  United 
States  does  not  lose  money  as  a  result 
of  financing  this — yet,  we  give  the  money 
to  these  localities  at  the  least  cost  that 
we  can  to  the  Federal  Government. 


Mr.  HOPE.  As  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  has  so  well  said,  it  is  a  purely 
ministerial  act  on  the  part  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury.  The  interest 
which  is  paid  depends  on  the  rate  that 
the  United  States  Government  has  to 
pay. 

Mr.  CHELP.  I  hope  the  interest  rate 
is  kept  low  so  as  to  encourage  these 
loans  and  thereby  insure  the  success  of 
this  program.  Our  farmers  and  our 
country  need  this  legislation  badly.  It 
will  succeed  if  it  is  administered  fairly 
and  properly. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  in  thorough  accord 
with  the  gentleman  and  want  to  take 
this  occasion  to  express  my  appreciation 
of  the  great  interest  he  has  always  taken 
in  watershed  problems. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Is  there 
any  limitation  in  the  bill  on  the  size  of 
the  loan?  I  notice  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  recommends  an  upper  limit 
of  $5  million  on  any  one  project.  Does 
the  bill  carry  any  limitation? 

Mr.  HOPE.  We  did  not  put  any  limi¬ 
tation  in  the  bill  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
loan,  but,  of  course,  the  nature  of  these 
projects  of  itself  puts  a  limitation  on 
them.  You  cannot  have  a  very  large 
loan  when  it  is  limited  to  this  type  of 
project.  I  do  not  know  whether  there 
will  be  any  loans  of  more  than  $5  million 
or  not — there  possibly  might.  The 
great  majority  of  them  will  be  consid¬ 
erably  less  than  that,  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  my  colleague  on 
the  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  A  question  has  been 
brought  to  my  attention  and  I  am  asking 
this  question  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  for  the  purposes  of 
clarification.  The  provisions  of  this 
amendatory  act  in  addition  to  the  orig¬ 
inal  act  itself  in  no  way  imposes  any  un¬ 
wanted  project  upon  any  community. 
In  other  words,  the  initiative  and  the 
solicitation  for  the  project  must  orig¬ 
inate  in  the  local  community. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  glad  the  gentleman 
brought  that  up.  That  is  the  purpose 
of  the  original  act  and  it  remains  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment.  These  are 
local  projects  and  they  are  initiated  lo¬ 
cally  apd  under  the  control  of  local  peo¬ 
ple  at  all  times. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  the  hearings  have  brought 
out  that  under  the  original  law.  Public 
Law  566,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
found  out  that  the  farmers  could  not  de¬ 
termine  what  the  cost  was  going  to  be 
and,  as  a  result,  the  projects  have  been 
slowed  up  so  they  are  not  going  ahead 
the  way  we  expected  them  to.  We  ex¬ 
pect  now  that  by  the  Government  shar¬ 
ing  the  full  cost  of  the  dams,  they  will  be 
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able  to  give  the  participating  people  in 
the  watershed  more  of  an  idea  what 
their  cost  is  going  to  be.  Thus  there  will 
be  more  watersheds  come  under  the  act. 

I  believe  the  hearings  brought  out  also 
the  fact  that  they  are  unable  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  the  cost  sharing  would  be 
until  the  project  was  ready  for  final 
O.  K.  by  the  Department. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes.  The  points  which 
the  gentleman  makes  were  all  brought 
out  in  the  course  of  the  hearings.  I 
think  each  one  of  us  who  has  been  in¬ 
terested  in  the  matter  have  had  situa¬ 
tions  of  that  kind  called  to  our  atten¬ 
tion  many  times.  That  is,  the  local  peo¬ 
ple  have  some  hesitation  in  going  ahead 
without  pretty  good  knowledge  of  what 
their  share  of  the  cost  will  be.  To  a  con¬ 
siderable  extent  this  legislation  will  help 
that  situation  in  that  it  will  lessen  the 
burden  on  the  local  communities. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  In  the 
last  session  of  Congress  we  considered 
a  small-projects  bill  with  regard  to  the 
reclamation  law.  That  was  amended  to 
provide  for  a  program  under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  It  has  been 
tied  up  in  conference,  I  understand,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  difficulty  of  working  out  a 
bill  for  providing  for  2  programs  in  1 
bill.  In  the  opinion  of  the  gentleman 
this  bill  tends  to  specify  the  program  in 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  so  that 
that  bill  might  be  considered  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  local  participating 
program  which  will  result  in  substantial 
savings  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  is  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  small-projects  bill  passed  last 
year. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes.  It  has  been  a  dis¬ 
turbing  thing  to  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  to  find  that  they  would  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  administer  two  programs,  each 
authorized  by  a  separate  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation,  which  in  a  sense,  would  be  com¬ 
peting  with  each  other.  This  legislation 
will  clarify  that  matter  and  I  assume  in 
the  conference  between  the  two  Houses 
on  the  small-projects  bill  the  conflicting 
matter  will  be  eliminated. 

I  am  sorry  I  have  not  had  time  to 
discuss  all  phases  of  this  legislation,  but 
those  of  you  who  are  interested  will  find 
them  fully  and  clearly  set  out  in  the 
report. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.  R.  8750 
is  important  legislation,  especially  for  us 
of  the  West.  The  seven  amendments  in 
this  bill  will  make  the  present  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Control  Act  more 
useable  and  workable.  It  will  provide 
a  program  for  Federal  assistance  for 
conservation,  utilization  and  control  of 
water. 

Of  the  7  changes  offered,  the  first  2 
are  the  most  important : 

1.  The  general  scope  of  the  act  Is  broad¬ 
ened  to  include  all  aspects  of  the  conserva¬ 
tion,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal 
of  water — not  just  the  “agricultural  phases” 
of  these  activities  as  provided  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  act.  This  means  that  such  things  as 
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municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  may 
be  included  as  part  of  a  watershed  program. 

2.  Permits  the  building  of  dams  with  a 
capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  if  the 
capacity  in  excess  of  that  figure  is  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the 
construction  cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is 
borne  entirely  by  the  local  cooperating  or¬ 
ganizations. 

When  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  E.  L.  Peterson  testified  before  our 
subcommitte — of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture — he  stated: 

A  distinguishing  feature  of  watershed 
projects  is  that  land  treatment  becomes  an 
early  consideration  in  the  management  and 
use  of  water.  It  is  the  objective  of  these 
projects  to  develop  and  increase  the  usable 
water  supplies  and  to  begin  the  controls  and 
management  of  water  on  the  fields  and  for¬ 
ests  where  it  first  falls  as  rain  or  snow. 

Developing  and  making  best  use  of  the 
water  supply  for  irrigation  and  other  produc¬ 
tive  uses,  as  well  as  for  flood  prevention  and 
drainage^  requires  a  combination  of  both 
engineering  and  land  management  practices. 
Water  management  must  be  compatible  with 
the  management  of  farms  and  the  needs  of 
urban  communities  that  make  up  the  water¬ 
shed  if  we  are  to  meet  the  increasing  de¬ 
mands  on  water  supplies.  A  dominant  con¬ 
sideration  in  watershed  planning  is  the  in¬ 
terrelationship  of  land  and  water. 

We  view  the  work  in  small  watersheds  to  be 
a  needed  complement  to  other  necessary 
work  on  the  larger  rivers.  Where  there  are 
direct  relationships  between  upstream  and 
downstream  developments  they  are  being 
taken  into  account  in  the  planning  of  water¬ 
shed  projects  and  in  reviews  of  the  work 
plans  by  all  State  and  Federal  agencies  who 
may  have  water-resource  responsibilities. 

We  have  been  encouraged  by  the  accept¬ 
ance  of  the  provision  of  the  act  that  water¬ 
shed  projects  are  to  be  local  projects  with 
assistance  from  the  Federal  Government 
rather  than  projects  planned  and  built  by 
the  Federal  Government.  We  have  been 
pleased  with  the  willingness  of  watershed 
communities  to  assume  development  and 
management  responsibility,  and  with  the 
action  of  State  governments  to  provide  en¬ 
abling  legislation  that  permits  local  com¬ 
munities  to  take  on  these  responsibilities. 

All  of  the  48  States  have  designated  State 
agencies  or  made  other  appropriate  arrange¬ 
ments  to  handle  the  review  and  approval  of 
applications  for  assistance  under  the  act. 
As  a  part  of  the  process  of  tooling  up  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  State  and  local  participation  in 
watershed  projects,  the  legislatures  of  20 
States  enacted  37  separate  pieces  of  legisla¬ 
tion  during  the  calendar  year  1955  to 
strengthen  State  and  local  participation  with 
the  Federal  Government  in  carrying  out 
projects  under  this  legislation. 

State  legislative  action  since  January  1 
indicates  that  additional  State  legislation, 
including  State  financial  assistance,  is  under 
consideration. 

In  the  past  18  months  the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Service  has  received  438  State-approved 
applications  for  assistance  under  the  act. 
Information  from  the  field  indicates  that  the 
rate  of  applications  is  continuing  to  increase. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  to  date 
approved  planning  in  135  watersheds  of  those 
for  which  applications  have  been  received. 
All  of  these  approvals  have  been  based  on 
priority  recommendations  of  the  State  agen¬ 
cies  which  have  the  approval  responsibility. 

A  planning  organization  has  been  built  up, 
including  38  planning  parties  in  the  States! 
Some  27  plans  have  been  completed  in  the 
field  and  are  being  reviewed  in  Washington. 
Of  these,  16  have  been  transmitted  to  other 
Federal  agencies  and  the  governors  for  review 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  and  8  of  the  plans  have  been  transmit¬ 


ted  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  consid¬ 
eration  in  connection  with  their  transmis¬ 
sion  to  the  Congress. 

Water  is  our  most  important  natural 
resource.  We  should  develop  our  water¬ 
sheds,  cultivate  and  expand  them,  as 
well  as  protect  our  soil  from  constant 
erosion  by  damaging  floodwater.  This 
legislation  points  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  DORN  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  a  very  important  mat¬ 
ter.  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  there 
is  no  quorum  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  Sixty-eight 
Members  are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 


[Roll  No.  30] 


Addonisio 

Garmatz 

Morano 

Allen,  Calif. 

Gary 

Morgan 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gavin 

Moulder 

Ayres 

Granahan 

Mumma 

Bailey 

GTant 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Barden 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill 

Barrett 

Green,  Pa. 

Osmers 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Gubser 

Philbin 

Baumhart 

Haley 

Phillips 

Betts 

Healey 

Pilcher 

Blatnik 

Hebert 

Pillion 

Bowler 

Hess 

Powell 

Boykin 

Hiestand 

Quigley 

Bush 

Hillings 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Holland 

Riehlman 

Carlyle 

Jackson 

Saylor 

Carrigg 

James 

Scherer 

Chatham 

Jenkins 

Scott 

Chiperfield 

Jensen 

Sheehan 

Clark 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Shelley 

Cole 

Kearns 

Siemlnski 

Cooley 

Kee 

Sikes 

Corbett 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Coudert 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Spence 

Cretella 

Keogh 

Staggers 

Dague 

Kilburn 

Tayior 

Davis,  Tenn. 

King,  Pa. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Knox 

Vanik 

Dingell 

Lankford 

Van  Zandt 

Donovan 

Latham 

Walter 

Doyle 

McConnell 

Watts 

Durham 

McCulloch 

Widnall 

Eberharter 

McDowell 

Wier 

Fenton 

Macdonald 

Williams,  N  J. 

Flood 

Machrowicz 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Fogarty 

Matthews 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Forand 

Merrow 

Wolcott 

Fountain 

Miller,  Calif. 

Zelenko 

Fulton 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Gamble 

Mollohan 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Edmondson,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  H.  R.  8750,  and  finding  itself  without 
a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  299  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  submitted 
herewith  the  names  of  the  absentees  to 
be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  be 
permitted  to  extend  their  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  on  the  pending 
bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MATTHEWS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  express  my  deep  interest  in  H.  R. 
8750,  which  is  the  result  of  legislation 
our  Committee  on  Agriculture  began 
working  on  this  past  year. 


I  believe  this  legislation  will  help  our 
farmers  get  irrigation,  which  they  so 
badly  need.  In  several  of  the  counties 
in  my  Eighth  District  of  Florida,  drought 
conditions  have  been  fought  by  many 
of  our  farmers  for  the  past  few  years, 
and  I  am  hopeful  that  H.  R.  8750  will 
offer  them  the  assistance  they  need  to 
cope  with  this  problem. 

I  certainly  hope  this  important  legis¬ 
lation,  H.  R.  8750,  as  reported  by  our 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  will  pass. 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  water,  ranging  from  lack  of  it 
to  sudden  excess,  has  had  a  major  in¬ 
fluence  on  the  life  of  man  from  the  very 
beginning  of  his  life  on  this  globe. 

In  our  time,  we  have  been  inclined  to 
take  this  element  for  granted,  thinking 
that  our  nature  had  become  our  docile 
servant. 

The  storms  and  droughts  and  floods 
of  recent  years  have  cured  us  of  this 
superiority,  for  the  cost  has  been  enor¬ 
mous. 

As  we  now  come  to  grips  with  the 
problem,  we  become  aware  of  contradic¬ 
tions  in  such  Federal  laws  as  we  have 
that  deal  with  the  overall  question  of 
water.  Unfortunately,  we  have  ap¬ 
proached  the  problem  in  piecemeal  fash¬ 
ion,  without  having  a  complete  and 
unified  policy. 

H.  R.  8750,  helps  to  correct  some  of 
these  shortcomings. 

Most  people  associate  water  control 
with  agriculture,  the  Mississippi  and  the 
West,  big  dams  and  large  projects. 

Yet,  in  recent  years,  the  East  and  the 
Far  West  have  suffered  the  most  disas¬ 
trous  floods. 

Somehow,  people  do  not  think  of 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies 
as  part  of  a  watershed  program. 

When  they  should  be,  for  you  very  well 
cannot  have  one  without  the  other. 

At  this  time,  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  Army  engineers  for  the  fine  work 
they  have  done  on  flood  control,  extend¬ 
ing  back  into  the  last  century.  The  en¬ 
gineers  have  had  to  cope  with  big  prob¬ 
lems.  Perhaps  they  have  not  had  the 
time  nor  the  means  to  take  care  of  the 
smaller  ones.  At  any  rate,  as  we  in  New 
England  have  learned,  floods  seem  to 
come  out  of  nowhere.  And  preventive 
measures  seem  to  bog  down  in  endless 
red  tape. 

We  in  New  England  need  the  smaller 
dams  to  give  us  protection. 

We  need  a  tie-in  that  would  enable 
municipalities  to  increase  the  size  of 
their  water  supply  reservoirs  to  provide 
at  the  same  time  a  measure  of  flood  con¬ 
trol.  This  has  been  restricted  by  the 
limitation  on  the  size  of  authorized  im¬ 
poundments. 

The  committee  considers  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  should  not  provide  for  any  part  of  the 
construction  costs  allocated  to  municipal 
and  industrial  water  supply  or  other  similar 
purposes.  Municipalities  will,  however,  ben¬ 
efit  in  many  instances  through  cheaper  stor¬ 
age  resulting  from  a  combination  of  flood 
prevention  and  water  supply  capacity  in  the 
same  structure.  Moreover,  municipalities 
would  be  eligible  for  a  loan  under  the  new 
loan  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Furthermore,  the  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  4  provides: 

That  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local 
organizations  to  assume  any  part  of  the 
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construction  cost  of  structural  measures  ap¬ 
plicable  to  flood  prevention. 

The  amendments  would  also  permit 
planning  of  a  structure  providing  more 
than  5,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity 
but  only  if  the  structure  is,  first,  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  of  the  watershed  plan;  sec¬ 
ond,  the  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre- 
feet  is  for  other  than  flood -prevention 
purposes;  and,  third,  the  construction 
cost  of  the  excess  capacity  is  to  be  borne 
by  the  local  organization. 

The  emphasis,  rightly,  is  toward  a  total 
watershed  plan. 

We  cannot  isolate  and  deal  with  one 
factor  of  the  water  problem,  and  ignore 
the  rest. 

We  must  have  a  multiple-purpose 
water  and  land-management  program 
instead  of  one  that  is  limited  to  flood- 
prevention  and  agricultural  water  man¬ 
agement. 

This  is  the  final  objective. 

H.  R.  8750  will  help  us  to  make  further 
progress  toward  that  end. 

I  may  have  certain  misgivings  that  this 
bill  does  not  go  far  enough,  and  in  time, 
but  I  am  going  to  support  it  because  it 
is  a  step  forward. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  in  favor  of  H.  R.  8750. 
It  is  only  logical  that  I  shall  vote  for  H.  R. 
8750  because  it  is  identical  to  my  bill  H.  R. 
8738. 

Before  I  discuss  a  few  of  the  specific 
merits  and  provisions  of  the  bill,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  general  observation  with 
respect  to  soil  and  water  conservation 
programs.  The  general  observation  sums 
up  my  philosophy  on  this  matter. 

It  is  my  belief  that  every  citizen — re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  he  lives  in  a  city,  a 
village,  a  suburban  area  or  on  the  farm — 
has  a  vital  stake  in  the  conservation  of 
our  soil  and  water  resources.  If  we  did 
not  have  enough  fertile  soil,  adequate 
water  supplies,  efficient  farmers  and  a 
good  system  of  distribution  the  majority 
of  people — living  in  cities,  villages,  and 
suburban  areas — would  not  have  enough 
food  to  meet  their  daily  living  require¬ 
ments. 

For  this  reason,  then,  I  believe  every 
citizen-taxpayer  must  share — through 
Federal  aid  programs — in  the  cost  of  con¬ 
serving  our  soil  and  water  resources. 
Farmers,  alone,  cannot  pay  for  the  costs 
of  maintaining  the  soil;  and  we  should 
not  expect  farmers  to  do  so. 

The  bill  now  before  the  House  recog¬ 
nizes  this  principle,  and  there  are  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  bill  to  correct  certain  in¬ 
equities  that  have  held  back  programs 
extending  and  promoting  soil  and  water 
conservation  practices  designed  to  im¬ 
prove  the  general  welfare  of  all  people. 

I  know  that  there  are  a  number  of 
watershed  associations  in  the  Ninth  Wis¬ 
consin  Congressional  District  whose 
members — as  individuals — have  gone  as 
far  as  they  can  financially  go  in  water 
and  soil  conservation  programs.  The 
members  of  these  watershed  associations 
are  willing  to  do  conservation  work  on 
their  farms;  but  they  cannot  afford  to 
pay  for  the  cost  of  flood  control  dams. 
I  am  sure  that  there  are  many,  many 
other  regions  in  the  country  where  the 
same  situation  prevails. 

Under  provisions  of  the  present  law  the 
cost  of  flood  prevention  dams  is  shared 


equitably  by  the  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies  in  proportion  to  benefits  re¬ 
ceived.  H.  R.  8750  amends  the  law  so 
that  the  cost  of  flood  prevention  dams 
is  borne  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  bill  also  eliminates  from  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  the  necessity  of  submitting  to 
Congress  and  to  the  President  detailed 
plans  and  justification  for  smaller  proj¬ 
ects — that  is  projects  involving  a  Federal 
expenditure  of  less  than  $250,000. 

H.  R.  8750  permits  the  building  of  dams 
in  excess  of  5,000-acre  feet  if  the  capacity 
in  excess  of  this  figure  is  for  purposes 
other  than  flood  prevention.  The  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is 
borne  entirely  by  local  cooperating  agen¬ 
cies.  This  provision  makes  it  possible 
for  communities,  villages,  and  cities  to 
participate  with  the  Federal  Government 
in  planning  and  constructing  multiple 
purpose  projects. 

The  bill  also  provides  for  long-term 
loans  at  the  Federal  Government  rate  of 
interest  to  local  organizations  for  the 
purpose  of  financing  their  share  of  the 
cost  of  programs. 

In  closing,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  bill 
provides  three  different  levels  of  cost 
sharing  of  projects.  In  the  first  level  the 
Federal  Government  will  bear  the  full 
cost  of  flood  prevention.  This  feature 
will  be  of  particular  benefit  to  farmers 
who  belong  to  watershed  associations. 

Under  the  second  level  the  Federal 
Government  and  local  agencies  will  share 
the  cost  of  storage  of  water  for  irrigation, 
streamflow  regulation,  drainage  and 
other  similar  purposes. 

Finally,  there  are  projects  where  the 
Federal  Government  will  bear  no  part  of 
the  structural  costs.  These  projects  in¬ 
clude  structures  for  the  storage  and  sup¬ 
ply  of  municipal  and  industrial  water. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  speak  in  support  of  this  bill  that  is 
before  us.  The  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act  was  signed 
into  law  about  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 
The  fundamental  principle  of  that  law 
is  very  simple  and  very  American.  It 
provides  for  Federal  aid  to  local  organ¬ 
izations  in  carrying  out  their  own  locally 
initiated  and  executed  programs  of  wa¬ 
tershed  protection  and  flood  prevention. 

The  amendments  that  we  are  consid¬ 
ering  are  essential  to  make  this  prin¬ 
ciple  fully  operative.  This  watershed 
work  is  a  program  through  which  the 
Government  gives  a  helping  hand  to  local 
communities.  It  is  a  partnership  oper¬ 
ation,  so  to  speak,  with  the  local  com¬ 
munity  playing  the  role  of  senior  part¬ 
ner.  And  that  is  the  way  I  think  it 
should  be.  That  is  the  way  the  people 
of  South  Dakota  think  it  should  be. 

Experience  gained  in  watershed  work 
during  the  past  year  and  a  half  has 
demonstrated  the  need  for  these  pro¬ 
posed  changes.  The  local  organizations 
should  be  able  to  obtain  help  for,  and 
to  include  in  their  watershed  plans  all 
types  of  improvement  for  better  soil  and 
water  management. 

These  amendments,  too,  will  make  for 
more  equitable  cost-sharing  arrange¬ 
ments.  When  the  local  people  pay  for 
applying  the  necessary  soil  and  water 
conservation  measures  on  their  farms; 
when  they  supply  the  land,  easements,, 
and  rights-of-way  for  structures;  when 


they  contract  for  all  structures  and  guar¬ 
antee  their  operation  and  maintenance; 
they  have  certainly  done  their  share. 
The  least  the  Federal  Government 
should  do  is  pay  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  for  the  flood-prevention  structural 
measures  that  provide  community  bene¬ 
fits.  The  truth  is  that  the  national  bene¬ 
fit  resulting  from  the  work  that  farmers 
are  doing  to  conserve  and  improve  the 
lands  of  this  Nation  for  our  children  and 
grandchildren  more  than  offset  such 
Federal  contribution  to  construction 
costs. 

We  are  all  fully  aware  that  the  farm¬ 
ers  of  this  Nation  are  today  the  least 
able  of  all  its  citizens  to  take  on  addi¬ 
tional  financial  burdens. 

Another  fact  that  we  should  keep  con¬ 
stantly  before  us  is  that  water  is  be¬ 
coming  more  and  more  the  basic  lim¬ 
iting  factor  in  agriculture  and  our  en¬ 
tire  national  economy.  Water  is  the 
key  to  future  progress.  Water  conser¬ 
vation  is  growing  in  importance  by  leaps 
and  bounds.  Here  is  a  program  that 
offers  vast  opportunities  for  -actually 
doing  something  about  the  water  sit¬ 
uation  in  local  communities.  It  brings 
the  water  element  into  balance  with  the 
soil  element  in  our  going  soil-  and  water- 
conservation  program  in  America. 

I  should  like  to  point  out,  too,  that 
watershed  work  that  will  be  made  pos¬ 
sible  by  these  amendments  will  be  espe¬ 
cially  helpful  in  advancing  the  conser¬ 
vation  programs  of  soil-conservation  dis¬ 
tricts  throughout  the  country. 

In  South  Dakota  farmers  have  or¬ 
ganized  66  soil-conservation  districts. 
These  districts  are  managed  by  locally 
elected,  dedicated  people.  Through 
these  districts  farmers  are  moving  for¬ 
ward  in  putting  sound  soil  and  water 
conservation  into  practice  on  their  land. 
These  amendments  will  make  help  in 
watershed  protection  and  flood  preven¬ 
tion  more  readily  available  to  the  dis¬ 
tricts  for  tackling  water  management 
problems  that  involve  a  number  of  farms 
or  whole  communities.  In  the  applica¬ 
tions  received  so  far  over  at  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  I  think  it  is 
highly  significant  that  in  practically 
every  instance  a  soil-conservation  dis¬ 
trict  is  one  of  the  local  sponsoring  or¬ 
ganizations  of  watershed  projects. 

These  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  can  make  a  substantial  and 
significant  contribution  to  speeding  up 
soil  and  water  work  in  South  Dakota  and 
all  of  the  United  States. 

Our  soil  and  water  conservation  is 
good  and  effective.  What  we  need  is 
to  get  on  faster  with  the  work.  This  bill 
will  help  in  that  respect.  I  urge  that 
the  House  go  on  record  as  passing  H.  R. 
8750  by  a  unanimous  vote. 

Mrs.  BLITCH.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  1954 
when  the  full  force  of  the  worst  drought 
within  the  past  30  or  40  years  struck 
Georgia,  we  in  the  Southeast  who  nor¬ 
mally  enjoy  such  a  generous  annual 
rainfall,  came  to  realize  the  urgent  need 
for  small  watershed  projects.  At  that 
time,  there  was  pending  in  the  Congress 
an  act  which  came  to  be  known  as  Public 
Law  566.  Press  notices  from  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  Capital  to  the  effect  that-  this  bill 
had  passed  met  with  a  great  deal  of  jubi- 
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lation  among  the  farmers,  sportsmen, 
and  municipal  officials  of  the  Eighth 
Congressional  District  of  Georgia. 

The  Satilla  Soil  Conservation  Agency, 
which  covers  several  counties  iri  my  dis¬ 
trict,  sponsored  a  meeting  which  led  to 
the  formation  of  the  Satilla  Watershed 
Corp.  This  became  the  parent  organi¬ 
zation  of  many  prospective  small  water¬ 
shed  groups.  It  was  not  long  before 
these  groups  had  a  rude  awakening. 
They  found  out  that  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  Public  Law  566,  there  was  little 
which  would  benefit  them.  Coming 
from  a  large  rural  district  that  is  blessed 
with  many  streams,  most  of  which  have 
been  running  almost  dry  during  the  past 
several  years,  and  being  a  farmer  my¬ 
self,  I,  too,  was  greatly  disappointed  and 
distressed  over  the  futility  of  trying  to 
obtain  watershed  help  from  the  Federal 
Government  under  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  566.  Therefore,  when  I  came 
to  Congress  the  first  order  of  business 
with  me  was  to  attempt  to  get  some¬ 
thing  done  which  would  relieve  this  ter¬ 
rible  situation.  I  introduced,  last  year, 
an  amendment  to  Public  Law  566.  It 
was  a  simple  amendment,  but  it  called 
for  the  removal  of  the  limitation  of  all 
other  projects  except  flood  control  which 
was  the  crux  of  the  problem  of  Public 
Law  566.  The  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Poage],  who  is  chairman  of  the 
Commodity  and  Credit  Subcommittee  of 
the  Agriculture  Committee,  very  gener¬ 
ously  granted  my  request  for  public 
hearings  on  my  amendment.  I  had  not 
realized,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  tremendous 
fight  that  those  who  have  been  on  the 
Agriculture  Committee  for  a  long  time 
had  been  making  to  provide  a  really  ben¬ 
eficial  watershed  program  for  the  people 
of  this  country  until  I  attended  all  the 
public  hearings  on  my  bill,  participated 
in  them,  heard  all  the  testimony  and 
read  all  the  committee  hearings  which 
had  been  held  on  Public  Law  566  during 
1954. 

Right  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
pay  high  tribute  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  and  many 
others  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  for 
the  fight  they  have  been  making  on  this 
program  for  a  long  time,  and  I  want  to 
thank  them  for  their  generosity  in  giv¬ 
ing  me  such  a  sympathetic  reception  to 
the  problem  that  faced  not  only  all  my 
particular  district,  but  the  entire  United 
States.  While  these  hearings  were  going 
on,  I  learned,  too,  that  there  were  others 
intensely  interested  in  this  problem. 
Congressman  Jones  of  Alabama  intro¬ 
duced  a  small  watershed  bill;  Congress¬ 
man  Engle,  of  California,  introduced  a 
small  water  projects  bill.  The  problems 
of  the  reclamation  States  and  the  rest 
of  the  Nation  are  somewhat  different. 
Neverless  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Engle]  with  great  generosity  I 
thought,  accepted  the  provisions  of  Mr. 
Jones’  bill  in  his  own  small  water  proj¬ 
ects  bill,  and  while  the  result — because 
the  bill  would  have  had  to  be  adminis¬ 
tered  partially  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture — was  rather  confusing.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  Members  of  this  House  felt  the 
need  for  such  legislation  and  I  joined 
with  them  in  passing  it. 


The  bill  went  to  the  Senate  and  was 
rewritten  into  two  parts;  title  1  dealt 
with  Mr.  Engle’s  bill  and  was  to  be  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  title  2  of  the  Senate  bill  dealt 
with  Mr.  Jones’  bill  and  was  to  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
However,  that  bill  has  lain  in  conference 
committee  since  last  year,  and  it  has 
been  impossible  to  get  it  out.  I  believe, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  if  the  House  passes 
the  small  watershed  bill  we  have  before 
us  today,  the  impasse  in  the  Conference 
committee  will  be  resolved.  It  is  cer¬ 
tainly  my  hope  that  the  small  watershed 
bill  will  pass  this  House  today,  and  the 
Senate  will  pass  it,  and  I  certainly  hope 
that  Mr.  Engle’s  bill  then  can  come  out 
of  the  conference  committee  free  of  the 
provisions  that  were  put  in  to  relieve  all 
the  other  States  outside  the  reclamation 
States. 

Within  the  past  25  years  our  country 
has  made  amazing  strides  in  the  conser¬ 
vation  of  its  soil.  It  has  taken  us  some 
time  to  realize  that  water  is  our  most 
precious  asset,  and  that  it,  too,  must  be 
conserved  to  the  very  best  of  the  ability 
of  our  citizens.  With  the  great  increases 
in  population  and  the  giant  increase  in 
industry,  the  need  for  water  has  out¬ 
grown  by  far  the  expectations  anyone 
could  have  had  even  just  a  few  years  ago, 
and  so  it  becomes  extremely  pertinent 
that  the  enactment  of  Federal  legisla¬ 
tion  for  this  purpose  take  place  as  quick¬ 
ly  as  possible. 

Last  year,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hearings 
on  the  bill  I  offered  were  not  concluded 
until  close  to  the  end  of  the  session.  By 
that  time  the  Agriculture  Committee 
members  and  I,  myself,  realized  that  the 
bill  I  had  offered  was  not  comprehensive 
enough.  While  it  opened  up  in  a  gen¬ 
eral  way  the  possibilities  for  all  types 
of  water  conservation  within  the  small 
watershed  projects,  these  were  not 
spelled  out.  Upon  consultation  with  ex¬ 
perts  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  members  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee,  we  all  agreed  that  a  new 
bill  should  be  written  and  that  we  did 
not  have  time  in  the  remaining  days  of 
the  session  to  do  this.  We  agreed  that 
the  committee  and  the  staff  acting  with 
the  advice  of  others  very  close  to  the 
problems  faced  by  the  country  on  water 
conservation  should  then  draw  a  bill  that 
would  be  offered  at  the  beginning  of  the 
present  session.  The  bill  we  are  consid¬ 
ering  today  is  the  result  of  a  year’s  work. 
It  goes  far  beyond  my  highest  expecta¬ 
tions  in  providing  a  really  workable 
small  watershed  program.  In  the  first 
place,  the  Federal  Government  will, 
under  this  bill  as  it  has  ^heretofore  done 
in  all  other  legislation  relating  to  the 
subject,  bear  the  full  costs  of  each  project 
insofar  as  it  relates  to  flood  control.  I 
submit  that  this  is  the  only  fair  thing 
that  could  have  been  done. 

The  bill  goes  further  than  helping  the 
farmer.  It  brings  in  municipal  groups, 
wildlife  organizations,  recreation  groups, 
and  industry.  It  is  really,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  multipurpose  small  watershed 
projects  bill.  For  the  first  time  to  my 
knowledge,  the  Congress  has  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  consider  legislation  that  is  truly 
comprehensive  in  this  field.  We  include 
in  this  bill  a  lending  program.  While 
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the  flood-control  project,  which  is  to  be 
paid  for  in  full  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  is  limited  to  5,000  acre-feet  there 
is  no  limit  up  to  the  sum  of  $5  million 
as  to  what  each  project  can  include.  The 
various  groups  participating  in  this 
project  can  obtain  loans  at  a  low  interest 
rate  for  a  period  of  50  years  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  the  bill.  Because  so 
many  projects  will  amount  to  compara¬ 
tively  small  sums,  any  amount  up  to 
$250,000  can  be  borrowed  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  without  congressional  approval. 
This  is  a  most  important  aspect  of  the 
bill,  because  it  makes  it  extremely 
workable. 

Farmers  and  all  groups  must  practice 
soil-conservation  measures  under  this 
bill.  It  is  going  to  be  possible  now,  after 
this  bill  has  been  enacted  into  law,  for 
all  farmers  participating  in  these  small 
watershed  projects  to  have  irrigation,  a 
need  that  is  more  poignantly  recognized 
each  year  by  our  farmers.  We  now  know 
that  it  is  highly  foolish  to  practice  water 
conservation  without  accompanying  soil- 
conservation  measures.  Water,  insofar 
as  it  is  possible,  should  be  held  on  the 
ground  where  it  falls. 

I  think  this  is  extremely  important,  and 
even  in  sections  of  the  country  that  are 
blessed  with  abundant  rainfall  there  is 
no  control  over  when  the  rain  will  fall, 
and  oftentimes  there  may  be  weeks  or 
even  months  of  drought,  when  irrigation 
could  save  a  crop.  The  farmers  need  not 
only  rainfall.  They  need  water  at  the 
proper  time  to  get  the  most  out  of  crops 
that  they  raise.  Cities  can  participate 
in  these  projects,  for  municipal  water 
supply  and  for  water-purification  pur¬ 
poses.  Recreation  groups  can  use  the 
pools  or  reservoirs  that  are  created  by  the 
backing  up  of  water,  and  they  can  become 
marvelous  community  projects  for  young 
and  old  by  providing  all  water  sports  and 
fishing  facilities.  All  of  us  know  that 
there  is  need  for  conserving  water  as 
never  before,  and  that  we  should  put  it 
to  as  many  uses  as  we  possibly  can. 

One  thing  I  would  like  particularly 
to  point  out  is  the  fact  that  drainage 
is  defined  as  a  part  of  the  flood-control 
project.  This  makes  sense  to  the  flat- 
land  regions  of  our  Nation  because  while 
we  do  not  have  floods  in  the  same  drastic 
manner  as  come  in  some  of  the  hilly  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  Nation,  we  do  have  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  water  overflowing  the  banks  of 
streams  and  standing  there  for  long  pe¬ 
riods  of  time.  This  tends  to  make  the 
lowest  part  of  our  croplands,  which  are 
incidentally  usually  the  most  fertile,  al¬ 
most  impossible  to  cultivate.  In  my  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country  softwood  trees  grow 
in  prolific  abundance.  The  constant 
settling  of  water  in  many  areas  kills  off 
the  seedlings  of  the  softwoods  which 
are  of  great  economic  value  to  us,  and 
leaves  the  land  barren. 

I  want  to  point  out  another  thing 
which  has  happened  since  the  adjourn¬ 
ment  of  the  Congress  last  year.  We 
have  had  some  of  the  most  disastrous 
floods  in  the  history  of  the  country,  in 
New  England,  California,  and  other 
places.  If  this  bill  had  been  in  opera¬ 
tion  and  small- watershed  projects  had 
been  in  existence,  millions  and  millions 
of  dollars  would  have  been  saved,  not  to 
mention  thefiives  that  were  lost  in  those 
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floods.  I  know  of  no  real  opposition  to 
this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  firmly  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  House  will  pass  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  first  bill  I 
have  ever  introduced  to  reach  the  floor 
of  the  House.  I  am  grateful  for  the 
sympathetic  consideration  it  has  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  membership  at  large.  I 
am  grateful  that  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  and  others 
thought  so  much  of  this  bill  that  they 
introduced  it,  too.  I  am  proud  that  the 
nature  of  the  bill  is  such  that  the  great 
majority  of  the  membership  sees  and 
believes  in  its  need. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  H. 
Carl  Andersen]. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  go  on  record  as 
favoring  this  bill  very  much.  Again  I 
wish  to  compliment  the  committee  on 
bringing  into  line  with  the  Army  engi¬ 
neers’  great  work  and  with  that  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  the  same  rights  for  our  small 
watersheds  throughout  the  Nation  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  Federal  Government’s  as¬ 
suming  the  cost  of  the  actual  flood 
control  features. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Poage]  and  others  who  have  introduced 
these  amendments  to  Public  Law  566  are 
to  be  commended  for  their  alertness  to 
the  need  for  further  refining  this  basic 
legislation. 

We  have,  as  we  had  hoped,  learned 
many  things  from  the  Andersen-Hope 
pilot  watershed  program.  In  starting 
that  program  we  were  responding  to  a 
prime  agricultural  need,  and  experience 
has  already  shown  that  benefits  to  agri¬ 
culture  alone  far  exceed  the  actual  costs 
of  the  projects  going  forward  under  the 
pilot  operation.  As  an  intentional  by¬ 
product  of  this  program,  we  have  gained 
priceless  knowledge  of  the  collateral 
benefits  to  the  people  living  in  the  cities 
and  villages  downstream. 

On  other  farm  legislation  we  have  had 
the  unfortunate  situation  in  which  un¬ 
thinking  people  or  those  motivated  by 
selfish  desires  to  see  their  individual 
views  prevail  have  attempted  to  divide 
farm  and  nonfarm  people.  It  is  no  cre¬ 
dit  to  them  that  they  have  been  highly 
successful  in  their  efforts,  and  as  a  re¬ 
sult  we  find  the  metropolitan  press 
raising  a  great  outcry  against  farm 
legislation  in  general. 

Under  the  pilot  watershed  program, 
however,  we  have  an  agricultural  under¬ 
taking  which  has  been  warmly  endorsed 
and,  in  some  instances,  actually  fostered 
by  nonfarm  people.  My  own  Seventh 
Congressional  District  of  Minnesota  is 
an  excellent  example. 

In  southwestern  Minnesota  we  have  a 
relatively  flat  terrain  in  which  water 
disposal  is  about  as  serious  a  problem  as 
water  retention.  The  pilot  program 
takes  into  consideration  the  basic  un¬ 
derstanding  that  flood  prevention  is  as 
much  a  part  of  watershed  treatment  as 
the  effective  utilization  of  rainfall  on 
crop  and  rangeland. 

We  have  already  seen  dramatic  results 
from  the  pilot  projects  in  our  area.  Be¬ 
ginning  on  the  land  where  the  water 
first  falls,  our  farmers,  with  the  guidance 


and  technical  assistance  provided  by  the 
soil-conservation  districts,  have  applied 
land  treatment  and  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  which  porvide  maximum  retention 
and  utilization  of  the  rainfall.  A  sig¬ 
nificant  part  of  the  water  which  formerly 
rushed  downstream  to  flood  farmland 
and  villages  alike  is  now  kept  right  where 
it  falls. 

In  seasonal  periods  of  heavy  precipita¬ 
tion,  however,  we  find  more  water  falling 
than  could  possibly  or  desirably  be  kept 
in  the  soil  itself.  This  brings  us  to  the 
second  important  phase  of  the  pilot  op¬ 
eration  in  our  area.  With  local  coopera¬ 
tion  in  the  form  of  easements,  reservoir 
sites,  and  so  forth,  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  steps  in  and  constructs  dams  and 
water-retarding  structures  to  either  hold 
the  water  indefinitely  or  restritc  it  tem¬ 
porarily  and  then  release  it  at  a  con¬ 
trolled  rate  which  will  avoid  costly  flood¬ 
ing  below.  With  the  exception  of  flood 
prevention  on  downstream  farmland, 
these  structures  are  for  the  primary 
benefit  of  city  dwellers  and  munici¬ 
palities. 

The  third  important  phase  of  the  pilot 
watershed  treatment  applies  to  the 
ditches  and  streams  themselves.  These 
are  cleaned  out,  channelized,  and  other¬ 
wise  physically  treated  so  that  they  can 
carry  away  the  determined  amount  of 
water  during  peak  seasons  without  flood¬ 
ing  the  lower  reaches.  This  work  is  also 
of  great  benefit  to  the  nonfarm  people 
downstream. 

In  the  watershed  areas  our  municipali¬ 
ties  have  three  major  problems  involving 
water.  First,  they  have  the  problem  of 
seasonal  floods  which  do  great  damage 
to  private  and  public  property,  risk  lives, 
and  depress  commerce.  Second,  they 
have  the  physical  and  sanitation  prob¬ 
lem  of  sewage  disposal  when  their  sew¬ 
age  plants  are  inundated  by  flood  waters. 
Third,  they  have  the  ever-increasing 
problem  of  maintaining  adequate  water 
supplies  for  public  use. 

Personally,  I  believe  the  pilot  program 
has  exceeded  expectations  in  meeting  all 
three  of  these  nonfarm  problems.  On 
this  matter  of  floods,  we  find  that  up¬ 
stream  treatments  have  been  highly  suc¬ 
cessful  in  preventing  downstream  floods. 
City  residents  who  had  come  to  look 
upon  seasonal  floods  as  almost  a  way  of 
life  now  see  the  ending  of  this  menace 
to  life  and  property.  It  is  not  at  all 
remarkable  that  they  have  become  so 
enthusiastic  about  the  watershed  pro¬ 
gram.  They,  too,  share  in  very  large 
measure  in  its  benefits. 

During  flood  seasons,  I  have  made  on- 
the-spot  inspections  of  municipal  sewage 
systems  which  have  been  inundated  by 
floodwaters.  The  effects  of  such  in¬ 
undation  were  shocking,  to  say  the  least. 
With  sewage  disposal  plants  knocked  out 
and  raw  sewage  entering  the  streams, 
a  serious  threat  to  health  was  presented. 
You  can  well  imagine  the  difficulties 
facing  householders  with  their  disposal 
system  shut  down.  Prevention  of  such 
conditions  by  the  flood-control  measures 
of  the  watershed  program  naturally  mer¬ 
its  high  approval  from  city  residents  and 
municipal  officials. 

Municipal  and  individual  water  supply 
problems  are  mounting  rapidly  through¬ 


out  most  of  the  Nation.  Here,  again,  we 
see  material  benefits  for  nonfarm  people 
in  this  program.  Communities  depend¬ 
ing  upon  wells  for  their  water  supplies 
have  had  them  shut  down  and  all  but 
destroyed  by  ravaging  floods  and  sewage 
contamination.  Additionally,  as  the 
water  tables  have  fallen  they  have  had 
to  drill  new  wells  and  deepen  the  old. 
Today,  we  are  eliminating  the  flood 
threats  and  raising  the  water  tables  in 
many  areas  of  short  supply. 

The  amendments  before  us  will  do 
even  more  to  meet  this  problem  of  short 
municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies. 
The  bill  provides  that  municipalities  may 
develop  primary  or  supplementary  water 
supplies  by  merely  paying  the  additional 
costs  on  reservoirs  above  5,000  acre-feet 
of  flood -prevention  capacity.  This  ad¬ 
ditional  feature  of  the  watershed  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  of  tremendous  benefit  to 
water-starved  communities  in  many 
areas.  Again,  we  have  an  excellent  ex¬ 
ample  of  the  immediate  benefit  of  a 
vital  farm  program  to  nonfarm  people. 

The  Anderson-Hope  pilot  watershed 
program,  which  had  its  inception  in  my 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for 
Agriculture  while  I  was  chairman,  has 
opened  up  a  new  era  of  mutual  help¬ 
fulness  and  cooperation  between  farm 
and  nonfarm  people.  It  has  given  us 
invaluable  experience  and  technical 
know-how  for  application  on  other  wa¬ 
tersheds  throughout  the  Nation.  It  has 
borne  the  burden  of  pioneering  and  has 
advanced  the  cause  of  conservation  and 
flood  control  immeasurably. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope]  has  well  stated,  we 
have  here  a  program  which  has  been  en¬ 
thusiastically  received  by  the  Nation. 
The  Anderson-Hope  pilot-plant  program 
and  the  Watershed  Protection  Act  which 
followed  have  already  done  much  good 
for  conservation  in  America. 

(Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (act 
of  August  4,  1954,  68  Stat.  666)  is  amended 
as  follows: 

(a)  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  section 
2  and  amend  the  second  sentence  of  said 
section  to  read :  “  ‘Works  of  improvement'— 
any  undertaking  for — 

“(1)  flood  prevention  (including  struc¬ 
tural  and  land  treatment  measures) ;  or 

“(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utili¬ 
zation,  and  disposal  of  water  in  watershed 
or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  250,000 
acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure 
which  provides  more  than  5,000  acre-feet  of 
total  capacity  except  structures  proposed  to 
be  constructed  by  a  local  organization  as  an 
integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which 
any  capacity  in  excess  of  5,000  acre-feet  is  for 
purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and 
the  construction  cost  of  such  excess  capacity 
is  to  be  borne  entirely  by  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  the  act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  of  the  proviso  in  paragraph  (2) 
the  words  “That  no  part  of  the  construction 
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cost  for  providing  any  capacity  instructures 
for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and 
features  related  thereto  shall  be  borne  by 
the  Federal  Government  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  act;”  and  inserting  “That  the 
Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organiza¬ 
tions  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construction, 
cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 
flood  prevention.” 

(c)  Section  5  of  the  act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  in  the  fust  proviso 
",  and  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “That”  in 
the  third  proviso  whenever  the  estimated 
Federal  contribution  to  the  construction 
cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any  water¬ 
shed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000,”;  and 

(3)  by  inserting  In  the  fourth  proviso 
after  the  words  “That  any  such  plan”  the 
words  “involving  an  estimated  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of 
$250,000.” 

(d)  Said  act  is  further  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  section  7  the  following  two  new 
sections  and  renumbering  subsequent  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  act  to  conform; 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized 
to  make  loans  to  local  organizations  to  fi¬ 
nance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  carrying  out 
works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this 
act.  Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  in  not  more 
than  50  years  from  the  date  when  the  princi¬ 
pal  benefits  of  the  project  first  become  avail¬ 
able  with  interest,  at  the  average  rate,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
paid  on  the  long-term  interest-bearing  mar¬ 
ketable  securities  of  the  United  States  out¬ 
standing  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
in  which  the  loan  is  made. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
applicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend- 
amendments: 

Page  2,  line  19,  strike  out  the  period  and 
insert  a  semicolon. 

Page  3,  line  2,  strike  out  the  comma. 

Page  3,  line  6,  after  the  sum,  insert  “and 
after  the  words  ‘public  or  other  lands’  the 
words  'or  wildlife’.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no 
further  amendments,  under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Edmondson,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  reported  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act, 
pursuant  to  House  Resolution  443,  he 
reported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with 
sundry  amendments  adopted  by  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


STATES  RIGHTS 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or¬ 
der  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson]  is  recognized  for 
60  minutes. 

(Mr.  VINSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

marks  ) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  great¬ 
ness  of  America  can  be  directly  attrib¬ 
uted  to  the  wisdom  and  foresight  of 
those  brilliant  men  who  guided  the  for¬ 
mation  of  the  Union  during  the  Revolu¬ 
tionary  War  and  shortly  thereafter. 

Farsighted  men  gave  us  a  Constitu¬ 
tion  in  order  to  form  a  more  perfect 
union,  but  the  Thirteen  Sovereign  States 
ceded  to  the  Federal  Government  only 
those  powers  that  are  necessary  and  de¬ 
sirable  for  the  good  of  all  of  the  States. 
They  carefully  preserved  to  the  several 
States  all  the  powers  not  specifically 
granted  to  the  Federal  Government. 
Those  farsighted  men  were  wise  beyond 
their  generation.  Their  wisdom  was 
born  of  the  hard  experiences  of  colonists 
revolting  finally  against  a  foreign  mas¬ 
ter. 

They  had  tested  the  bitter  lesson  of  a 
central  government  arrogating  to  itself 
the  liberties  of  free  men.  And  by  force 
of  arms  they  threw  off  that  yoke,  de¬ 
claring  that  these  colonies  were,  and  of 
right  ought  to  be,  free,  and  independent. 
They  did  not  intend  that  another  sov¬ 
ereign  alien  power  nor  an  all-powerful 
i^deral  entity  should  take  over  from 
these  independent  and  sovereign  States 
the  victory  which  they  had  so  dearly 
purchased. 

That  is  why  they  measured  out  with 
such  care  and  safeguards  the  only 
powers  which,  they  would  cede  to  the 
Federal  Union  .they  reserved  all  others 
to  the  States  and  ,to  the  people. 

Why  was  our  Constitution  written  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  delegate  specific 
powers  to  the  Federal  Government? 
And  why  did  the  10th  amendment  spe¬ 
cifically  state  that  “The  powers  not  dele¬ 
gated  to  the  United  States  by  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the 
States,  are  reserved  to  the  States  respec¬ 
tively,  or  to  the  people”? 

To  quote  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  of  a  bygone  day: 

This  amendment  *  *  *  disclosed  the 
widespread  fear  that  the  National  Govern¬ 
ment  might,  under  the  pressure  of  a  sup¬ 
posed  general  welfare,  attempt  to  exercise 
powers  which  had  not  been  granted.  With 
equal  determination,  the  framers  intended 
that  no  such  assumption  should  ever  find 
justification  in  the  organic  act,  and  that 
if  in  the  future  further  powers  seemed  nec¬ 
essary  they  should  be  granted  by  the  people 
in  the  manner  they  had  provided  for  amend¬ 
ing  that  act.1 

Some  outstanding  Americans  have  ex¬ 
pressed  considerable  concern  over  the 
assumption  of  powers  reserved  to  the 
States.  For  example,  I  quote  from  a 
great  American  who  stated  on  October 
14,  1952,  in  New  Orleans; 

First,  I  deplore  and  I  will  always  resist 
Federal  encroachment  upon  rights  and  affairs 
of  the  States. 


1  Kansas  v.  Colorado  (2-6  U.  S.  46  (1907)). 


Second,  I  am  gravely  concerned  over  the 
threats  to  the  States  inherent  in  the  growth 
of  this  power-hungry  movement. 

This  same  eminent  gentleman,  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14,  1952,  at  Houston,  Tex.,  stated: 

America  was  built  by  a  robust  and  vigor¬ 
ous  people.  They  operated  first  through  the 
original  States  and  then  through  a  balance 
of  State  and  Federal  powers.  That  balance 
was  designed  to  keep  as  much  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  as  close  to  the  people  as  possible — no 
nation  of  free  men  was  ever  built  from  the 
top  down — that  system  of  government  has 
served  us  well  for  160  years— that  system  is 
one  in  which  States  have  a  vital  part.  The 
preservation  of  local  order,  elbow  room  to 
produce  and  build,  protection  of  our  titles  to 
land,  the  sacredness  of  our  homes  from  in¬ 
trusion,  our  right  to  get  the  best  schooling 
for  our  children — we  were  secured  these  basic 
freedoms  in  the  first  instance  by  our  State, 
our  country  and  our  own  home  town.  These 
are  primarily  affairs  for  logical  (local)  ad¬ 
ministration.  We  must  keep  them  so. 
Otherwise  an  all-powerful  Washington  bu¬ 
reaucracy  will  rob  us  one  by  one  of  the 
whole  bundle  of  our  liberties — We  must  pre¬ 
serve  and  protect  this  matchless  system  of 
States  united. 

And,  at  another  time,  this  same  gen¬ 
tleman  said: 

I  want  to  see  maintained  the  constitu- 
)  tional  relationships  between  the  Federal  and 
State  Governments.  *  *  *  For,  if  the  States 
lose  their  meaning,  our  entire  system  of 
Government  loses  its  meaning.  And  the 
next  step  is  the  rise  of  the  centralized,  na¬ 
tional  state  in  which  the  seeds  of  autocracy 
can  take  root  and  grow.  *  *  *  We  will  see 
that  the  legitimate  rights  of  the  States  and 
local  communities  are  respected.  *  *  *  We 
will  not  reach  into  the  States  and  take  from 
them  their  powers  and  responsibilities  to 
serve  their  citizens. 

Now  lest  I  be  accused  of  being  partisan 
in  my  approach,  let  me  say  that  the  very 
famous  American  whom  I  have  just 
quoted  is  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower. 

And  let  me  quote  from  another  source. 
Let  me  read  froni  the  Republican  plat¬ 
form  of  1860: 

The  maintenance  inviolate  of  the  rights  of 
the  States,  and  especially  the  right  of  each 
State  to  order  and  control  its  own  domestic 
institutions  according  to  its  own  judgment 
exclusively,  is  essential  to  that  balance  of 
power  on  which  the  perfection  and  endu¬ 
rance  of  our  political  fabric  depends. 

On  July  16,  1929,  another  famous 
American,  then  speaking  as  Governor  of 
a  great  State,  said: 

Our  Nation  has  been  a  successful  experi¬ 
ment  in  democratic  government,  because  the 
individual  States  have  waived  in  only  a  few 
instances  their  sovereign  rights.  *  *  *  But 
there  is  a  tendency,  and  to  my  mind  a  dan¬ 
gerous  tendency,  on  the  part  of  our  national 
Government,  to  encroach,  on  one  excuse  or 
another,  more  and  more  upon  State  su¬ 
premacy. 

And  again  in  1930,  this  same  outstand¬ 
ing  American  stated: 

The  proper  relations  between  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  and  the  govern¬ 
ments  of  the  separate  States  thereof  depend 
entirely,  in  their  legal  aspects,  on  what 
powers  have  been  voluntarily  ceded  to  the 
central  government  by  the  States  themselves. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  I 
have  just  quoted  was,  of  course,  one  of 
our  greatest  Presidents,  Franklin  Delano 
Roosevelt. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  25  (legislative  day,  April  24),  1956 
Eead  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represented 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 

4  (Act  of  August  4,  1954,  68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as 

5  follows : 

6  (a)  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  section  2  and 

7  amend  the  second  sentence  of  said  section  to  read:  “  ‘Works 

8  of  improvement’ — any  undertaking  for — 

9  “(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land 

10  treatment  measures)  ;  or 

11  “(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 

12  and  disposal  of  water  in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas 
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not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  and 
not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides  more 
than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  except 
structures  proposed  to  he  constructed  hy  a  local  organi¬ 
zation  as  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which 
any  capacity  in  excess  of  five  thousand  acre-feet  is  for 
purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction 
cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is  to  he  borne  entirely  by  the 
local  organization.” 

(b)  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  of 
the  proviso  in  paragraph  (2)  the  words  “That  no  part  of 

the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in  structures 

•  *  .  ■ 

for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  features  related 
thereto  shall  be  borne  hy  the  Federal  Government  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;”  and  inserting  “That  the  Secretary 
shall  not  require  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of 
the  construction  cost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 

rr  * 

\  ~  '•  r  f.  •  .  .  . 

flood  prevention;” 

(c)  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended — 

( 1 )  by  striking  out  in  the  first  proviso  and  in  no 
event  after  July  1,  1956”; 

(2)  by  inserting  after  the  word  “That”  in  the  third 
proviso  “,  whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any 
watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed 
$250,000” ;  and 
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(3)  by  inserting  in  the  fourth  proviso  after  the 
words  “That  any  such  plan”  the  words  “involving  an 
estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000”  and  after  the  words  “public  or 
other  lands”  the  words  “or  wildlife”. 

(d)  Said  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  7  the  following  two  new  sections  and  renumbering 
subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform : 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  make 
loans  to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs 
of  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this 
Act.  Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years 
from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  project  first 
become  available  with  interest,  at  the  average  rate,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  paid  on  the  long¬ 
term  interest-bearing  marketable  securities  of  the  United 
States  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  loan  is  made. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  applicable 

to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Pico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  24,  1956. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk . 
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orld  Trade  Fair  to  be  held  in  Mew  York  from  April  lU-27,  1937.  p.  11726 

mfif*  •/  •  ... :  .  Jr 

2k.  IULIv\ IMPORTS.  Passed  as  reported  H,  E,  609,  to  extend  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Import  Milk  Act  to  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Eico.  p.  11728 

19.  FOOD  AND\DRUG.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  93U7*  to  amend  and  simplify  certain 

procedures  in  hearings  relative  to  the  administration  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug, 

and  Cosmetic  Act,  p.  11739 

* 

I  \  / 

16,  FLOOD  CONTROL^  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1398,  to  authorize  modifications  of 

the  flood-control  project  for  the  Missouri  River  Agricultural  Levee  Unit 

313-312-R,  Richardson  County,  Neb,  p,  117^3 

Received  frbjji  the  Budget  Bureau  a  letter  transmitting  certain  plans  for 

works  of  improvement  pursuant  to  Sec.  3  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 

Prevention  Act;  to  "the  Agriculture  Committee,  p,  11793 

V 

17*  T taTER  SUPPLY.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Dondero,  S„  237b,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  enter  into  contracts  to  furnish  water  for  municipal 
water  supplies  from  flood  control  and  river  and  harbor  projects,  p.  117U3 

g jr 

18.  LANDS,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  H,  R.  12183, 

to  provide  that  withdrawals  or  reservations  of  more  than  3*000  acres  of  public 
lands  of  the  U.  S.  for  certain  purposes  shall  not  become  effective  until  ap¬ 
proved  by  act  of  Congress,  p.  D810 

Passed  without  amendment  H,  R,  H696,  to  authorize  the  convevance  of  home¬ 
stead  allotments  to  Indians,  Aleuts,  or  Eskimos  in  Alaska,  p.  11728 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  1383,  to  provide  for  the  reconvevance  of  all 
mineral  interests  in  1  nds  acquired  by  the  U.  S,  for  certain  reservoir  projects 
to  former  owners.  This  bill  is  now  read''-  for  the  President.  A  similar  bill, 

H.  R,  11879,  was  laid  on  the  table,  p.  RL1731 

1 Jf  \ 

19.  ATOMIC  ENERGY,  as  reported  from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  S.  1x203 

and  H.  R.  12213  contain  the  following  items ’of  particular  interest  to  this 
Department:  Provide  that'  the  AEC  naT"  make  grants  to  colleges  and  universities 
for  reactors,  including-  food  sterilization  reactors,  and  provide  for  the  trans¬ 
fer  ox  administrative /control  over  certain  lands  in  the  Santa  Fe  National  Forest 
from  the  Forest  Service  to  the  aEC, 


SENATE 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  With  amend. . ents :  H.R, 
12130,  the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill  for  1937  (§.  Dept.  2379) 5  and  H.R, 
12138,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  1937  (S*  Rapt.  2380).  p.  11397 
-Passed  rrith  amendments  .H,  E.  12138,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill 
for  1937  (p*  11633),  Agreed  to  amendments  by  Sen.  Hayden,  on  behalf  ox  the 
Committee,  to  provide  2,300,000  for  eradication  of  the  mediterranean  fruitfly 
(P.  11637);  and  by  Sen.  Johnson  to  provide  v-30,000  to  install  an  elevator  in  a 
Government  building  in  Anderson,  S.  C,  (P,  II638),  Conferees  were  appointed 
(P,  11638).  (For  other  items  of  interest  see  Digest  119) • 

Received  from  the  President  a  supplemental  appropriation  estimate  for  tbs 
/fiscal  -,rear  1937  (S.  Doc.  1U0)  in  the  amount  of  >2, 300,000  for  "Salaries  and 
/  expenses.  Agricultural  Research  -Service"  to  provide  additional  funds  to  finance 
the  Mediterranean  fruitfly  eradication  urogram  (see  Harden  amendment  above), 
as  submitted  to  Congress,  the  language  would  have  provided  authority  for  the 
Secretary  to  transfer  to  this  appropriation  from  other  appropriations  or  fpnds 
available  to  the  Department  such  sums  as  he  mav  deem  necessar^  for  the  eradica¬ 
tion  of  the  Mediterranean  fruitfly,  p.  11398 


-a- 
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21,  r AT'ERSFEDS •  The  Public  Porks  Committee  reported  with  amendment  R,  8750,  to 
amend  the  atershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (S.  Rept,  2585). 
p.  11598 


^2.  VETERANS;  F.JiM  LOANS,  Passed  as  reported  K.  R.  9260,  to  extend  the  provisions 
\  of  title  III  of  the  Servicemen's  Readjustment  Act  of  19Ui-  for  1  year  until 
.July  25,  1958.  p.  11618 

/ 

23.  FORESTRY.  Passed  -without  amendment  H,  R.  9339,  to  authorize  the  exchange  of 

certain  lands  of  the  U.  s0  in  Union  Co,,  Ga.,  for  lands  mthin  the  Chattahoochee 
National  Forest,  Ga.  This  bill  is  nox*  ready  for  the  President,  p.  11619 

sed  as  reported  S.  2216,  to  amend  the  act  of  Larch  h,  1915,  to  permit 
the  use  ahd  occupancy  of  national  forest  lands  for  industrial  and  commercial 
purposes,  and  by  States  or  political  subdivisions  for  constructing  facilities 
for  education  or  other  public  uses.  p.  11619 

Passed  as -reported  S.  3133,  to  provide  for  the  transfer  of  a  Forest 
Service  lot  and  building  to  the  city  of  Boise,  Idaho,  p.  11619 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  6376,  to  nrovide  for  the  hospital¬ 
ization  andcare  of  t^ie  mentally  ill  in  Alaska,  including  /  grant  of  not  to 
exceed  1  million  acres  of  public  lands  (includes  lands  eliminated  from  the 
national  forests),  p.  II6I4O 

Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  9b5l,  to  orovide  that  certain  lands  shall 
be  held  in  trust  for  the  Seminole  Indians  and  to  yrovide  that  certain  lands 
shall  be  designated  as  a  reservation  for  these  Indians  (these  lands  were 
formerly  USDA  submarginal  lands  transferred  to  Interior) ,  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  11625 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported,  with  amend  ent  S.  3787 
relating  to  the  management  of  the  R^d  Lake ’Indian  Forest  and  sawmill  (S.  Rept. 
258U),  p,  11598 

Passed  over  at  the  request  of  Seri.  Purtell  S.  h059,  providing  for  a  forest 
products  price  reporting  and.  research  program,  p.  11619 


2h •  PROPERTY;  LANDS.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  Rv  7723,  to  authorize  the  Seer  tary 
of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain  lands  in  Philips  Co.,  Lo.,  to  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  Holla,  Mo.  p.  11620 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  i|.058,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  extend  and  renew  to  the  Chicago,  Lilwaukee,  St. , Paul  &  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 
for  the  term  of  10  years  a  lease  of  a  tract  of  land>in  the  Livestock  Experiment 
Station  in  iiont,  p.  11631 

Passed  with  amendment  K,  R,  5712,  to  transfer  cerf^in  title  III  Bnnlchead- 
Jones  lands  to  the  Indians  of  the  Zia  and  Jemez  pueblos  in  N,  Lex.  S,  1907,  a 
similar  bill  was  indefinitely  postponed,  p.  U638 

25.  INFORMATION,  Passed  without  amendment  h.  R,  10368,  to  amend  the  Civil  Service 
Act  of  January  16,  1883,  so  as  to  require  that  certain  reports  Wid.  other  com¬ 
munications  of  the  executive  branch  to  Congress  contain  information  ;ertaining 
to  the  number  of  civilian  officers  and  employees  required  to  carryout  addition¬ 
al  or  expanded  functions.  This  bill  mil  now  be  sent  to  the  F resident,  p,  11625 


26,  FOOD;  POSTaL  RATES .  Passed  as  reported  S,  3500,  to  reduce  postage  rates  on 

parcels  pertaining  only  to  food,  clothing,  medicines,  or  drugs  sent  abroach  by 
mail  for  relief  purposes,  p.  11625  \ 

Passed  without  amendment  S,  3619,  to  provide  for  reimbursing  the  District, 
of  Columbia  for  food  served  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  p,  11628 
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AMENDING  THE  WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD 

PREVENTION  ACT 


July  16,  1956. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  8750] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon 
with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  indicated  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  line  type  and 
italics. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  approved  August  4,  1954  (Public  Law  566), 
to  permit  full  development  of  all  land  and  water  resources  as  an 
integral  part  of  a  watershed  soil  conservation  and  flood  and  sediment 
control  program.  The  bill  is  designed  to  permit  the  inclusion,  in 
reservoirs  constructed  for  flood  and  sediment  detention,  of  capacity 
for  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  as  well  as  regulatory 
capacity  for  irrigation  and  other  beneficial  purposes  which  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  basic  purpose  of  flood  and  sediment  control.  In 
addition,  the  bill  would  authorize  the  Federal  Government  to  make 
loans  to  local  organizations  to  assist  them  in  financing  their  share  of 
the  cosr. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

Extensive  hearings  were  conducted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  on  the  matter  of  amending  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  with  a  number  of  Senate  bills  as  well  as  H.  R. 
8750  being  considered. 

Representatives  of  many  States  and  organizations  testified  in  favor 
of  enlarging  the  authority  contained  in  Public  Law  566.  These  wit¬ 
nesses  urged  that  the  potential  reservoir  sites  be  used  fully  for  all 
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useful  purposes  and  urged  that  the  review  processes  be  simplified  so 
that  the  programs  could  be  expedited.  They  urged  that  authority 
for  loans  be  granted  and  also  that  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of 
flood-control  works  be  increased  over  that  allowed  by  existing  law 

Testimony  was  presented  to  the  committee  expressing  the  concern  of 
irrigation  water  users  and  others  that  the  extensive  construction  of 
waterflow  retardation  dams  might  cause  great  damage  to  already 
developed  agricultural  areas.  The  concern  of  these  people  dealt 
largely  with  the  matter  of  permanent  storage  of  water  in  the  retarda¬ 
tion  reservoirs.  Their  opinion  is  that  the  upstream  farmers  and 
ranchers  are  fully  justified  in  utilizing  all  of  the  rainfall  that  is  helpful 
to  them  but  they  voiced  objection  to  the  retention  of  permanent  pools 
which  may  cause  needless  evapoaration  losses  and  resultant  decrease 
in  the  availability  of  water  for  downstream  users. 

Some  concern  was  expressed  by  other  Federal  agencies,  operating 
in  the  field  of  water  control,  that  an  authorization  to  expand  Public 
Law  566  may  cause  conflict  or  overlapping  of  functions  within  the 
Federal  agencies,  and  their  testimony  was  quite  helpful  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  reaching  its  decisions. 

EXISTING  LAW 

The  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  Public  Law 
566,  83d  Congress  provided  authority  for  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  assist  local  organizations  in  developing  and  carrying  out 
projects  for  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land  treat¬ 
ment  measures)  or  the  agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation, 
development,  utilization  and.  disposal  of  water.  This  authority 
includes  assistance  on  soil  conservation  practices  applied  by  farmers 
and  ranchers  and  structural  measures  for  flood  prevention,  irrigation 
and  drainage,  such  as  floodwater  detention  structures,  streambank 
stabilization,  major  gullv  control,  diversions,  irrigation  and  drainage 
canals  and  related  measures.  Under  Public  Law  566,  however,  the 
Secretary  is  prohibited  from  paying  any  part  of  the  cost  of  storage  in 
structures  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  from  includ¬ 
ing  in  a  watershed  plan  any  features  for  nonagricultural  purposes  such 
as  municipal  water  supply  or  streamflow  regulation. 

A  “local  organization”  is  defined  in  Public  Law  566  as  including  a 
State,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  soil  or  water  conservation  district, 
flood  prevention  or  control  district,  or  combinations,  or  any  other 
agency  having  authority  under  State  law  to  carry  out,  maintain  and 
operate  the  works  of  improvement.  In  order  to  receive  assistance  a 
local  organization  must  first  submit  an  application  therefor  to  the 
responsible  State  agency  designated  to  supervise  this  program  or  to 
the  governor  if  there  is  no  such  program.  If  the  State  agency  or 
governor  floes  not  disapprove  the  application  within  45  days  the  local 
organization  may  submit  it  to  the  Secretary. 

The  application  for  assistance  must  be  confined  to  a  watershed  or 
subwatershed  area  of  not  more  than  250,000  acres,  although  2  or  more 
subwatersheds  may  be  planned  jointly,  if  requested,  by  a  local  organ¬ 
ization. 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  conduct  needed  surveys  of  the  water¬ 
shed,  develop  a  plan  of  improvements,  determine  the  economic  feasi¬ 
bility  of  the  plan  and  assist  the  local  organization  with  financial  and 
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other  assistance  to  carry  out  the  plan.  This  includes  developing 
specification,  preparing  contracts  for  construction,  and  to  assist  in 
supervising  construction. 

As  a  condition  to  receiving  Federal  financial  assistance  in  carrying 
out  the  plan,  the  local  organization  must  agree  (1)  to  acquire  all  land 
easements  and  rights  of  way  at  local  cost,  (2)  acquire  or  provide  all 
necessary  water  rights,  (3)  obtain  agreements  from  at  least  50  percent  ' 
of  landowners  above  retention  reservoirs  to  carry  out  necessary  soil 
conservation  measures,  (4)  to  contract  for  all  structures  after  July  1, 
1956,  (5)  to  operate  and  maintain  all  improvements,  and  (6)  to  assume 
such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  as  the  Secretary  considers  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of 
anticipated  benefits. 

The  Secretary  is  required  to  submit  the  watershed  plan  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  if  it  contains  any  floodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures  and  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  if  it  contains  any  irrigation 
features  or  affects  any  land  under  his  jurisdiction.  These  Federal 
agencies  are  allowed  60  days  to  submit  their  comments  on  the  plans  to 
the  Secretary.  Thereafter,  the  Secretary  must  transmit  the  plan  to  the 
Congress  through  the  President.  The  plans  must  remain  before  the 
Congress  45  days  before  Federal  assistance  in  installation  may  be 
provided.  If  any  plan  contains  a  structure  having  a  capacity  of  more 
than  2,500  acre-feet,  resolutions  of  approval  by  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  Committee  on  Agriculture 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  must  be  adopted  to  authorize  the 
appropriation  of  funds  for  use  on  the  project. 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS 


The  amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Preven¬ 
tion  Act  proposed  in  this  bill  would: 

1.  Broaden  the  purposes  of  the  act  to  permit  the  inclusion  in  water¬ 
shed  work  plans  of  improvements  not  only  for  flood  prevention, 
irrigation  and  drainage,  but  also  for  nonagricultural  purposes  such 
as  municipal  water  supply  and  streamflow  regulation. 

2.  Raise  the  limit  on  total  capacity  of  any  single  structure  that 
may  be  included  in  a  watershed  plan  from  5,000  acre-feet  to  25,000 
acre-feet,  but  would  retain  the  restriction  on  flood  detention  capacity 
to  5,000  acre-feet. 

3.  Require  the  preparation  of  plans  and  estimates  needed  for  ade¬ 
quate  engineering  evaluation. 

4.  Require  an  allocation  of  costs  to  various  purposes. 

5.  Provide  that  the  Federal  Govermnent  would  bear  the  entire 
construction  cost  for  flood  prevention. 

6.  Require  local  organizations  to  bear  such  proportionate  share  of 
the  cost  of  improvements  for  irrigation,  drainage  and  other  agricultural 
water  management  as  may  be  determined  bv  the  Secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct  identifiable  benefits. 

7.  Require  local  organizations  to  bear  all  of  the  costs  of  improve¬ 
ments  other  than  flood  prevention,  irrigation,  drainage,  and  agricul¬ 
tural  water  management. 

8.  Place  in  the  local  organization  the  responsibility  for  securing  the 
necessary  engineering  services  in  the  design,  preparation  of  specifica¬ 
tions,  awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction  of  works 
of  improvement.  The  local  organizations  would  retain  qualified 
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professional  engineers  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
advances  of  funds  for  such  services  would  be  made  by  the  Secretary. 
If  the  local  organization  cannot  obtain  such  services  then  the  Secretary 
is  authorized  to  contract  for  such  services  or  to  utilize  engineers  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  Federal  Government.  The  advances  to  the  local 
organization  would  not  exceed  5  percent  of  the  estimated  total  cost 
of  works. 

9.  Broaden  the  safeguarding  of  State  water  rights  by  making  the 
act  applicable  to  “water  users”  as  well  as  “landowners.” 

10.  Provide  for  Federal  loans  or  advancements  of  up  to  50  years 
duration  at  the  Federal  long-term  borrowing  rate,  not  to  exceed  $5 
million  on  any  one  project. 

11.  Require  local  organizations  to  submit  a  satisfactory  plan  of 
repayment  of  loans  or  advancements. 

12.  Exempt  projects  involving  less  than  $250,000  of  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  construction  costs  and  containing  no  structure  having 
more  than  2,500  acre-feet  capacity  from  review  by  other  Federal 
agencies  and  the  Congress. 

13.  Require  all  projects  submitted  to  the  Congress  to  be  approved 
by  resolution  of  committees  in  both  the  Senate  and  House  as  a  con¬ 
dition  to  appropriation  of  funds  to  carry  out  the  project.  This  elim¬ 
inates  the  45-day  waiting  period  presently  contained  in  the  act. 

14.  Extends  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

15.  Extends  the  benefits  of  the  amendments  made  by  this  act  to 
projects  heretofore  authorized. 

16.  Provides  that  all  watershed  plans  which  have  received  approval 
of  committees  under  the  provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act,  may  proceed  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  45- 
day  period  of  delay  now  required. 

DISCUSSION 

The  committee  considered  the  amendments  to  Public  Law  566  very 
carefully  and  is  of  the  opinion  that  authorizing  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  cooperate  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  relatively 
small  dams  and  reservoirs  is  desirable.  The  committee  believes 
that,  by  limiting  the  reservoir  capacity  of  any  single  structure  to 
25,000  acre-feet  and  the  flood  detention  capacity  to  5,000  acre-feet  in 
an  overall  watershed  program,  that  there  should  be  a  minimum  of 
conflict  between  Federal  agencies.  In  this  connection  the  committee 
urges  fuller  cooperation  and  coordination  in  agency  activities.  The 
committee  is  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  water  yield  of  a  drainage 
area  of  250,000  acres  would  rarely  justify  more  than  25,000  acre-feet 
of  water  storage  or  conservation  in  any  single  reservoir. 

The  committee  believes  that  legislation  is  desirable  to  allow  inclusion 
of  municipal  and  industrial  water  storage  in  all  reservoirs,  where 
desired,  and  where  local  entities  are  willing  to  repay  to  the  United 
States  for  that  part  of  the  cost  allocated  to  that  purpose,  with  reason¬ 
able  interest  rates,  and  an  appropriate  share  of  the  operation  and 
maintenance  cost.  It  is  understood  that  contracts  entered  into  will 
provide  that  the  reservoirs  be  operated  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
uses  for  flood  and  sediment  detention. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
be  authorized  to  either  make  loans  or  to  enter  into  repayment  con- 
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tracts  with  organizations  with  powers  to  enter  into  repayment 
contracts  under  State  laws.  Some  local  organizations  are  limited  by 
constitutional  or  statutory  requirements  in  negotiating  loans  but 
would  be  in  a  position  to  negotiate  contracts  for  the  supply  of  water 
at  stipulated  rates  over  a  future  period  of  years. 

The  committee  is  fully  cognizant  of  the  problem  associated  with  the 
storage  of  water  in  upstream  reservoirs  and  its  effect  on  downstream 
users.  The  present  law  requires  as  a  condition  to  providing  Federal 
assistance  that  the  local  organization  shall  acquire,  or  provide  assur¬ 
ance  that  the  landowners  have  acquired,  such  water  rights,  pursuant 
to  State  law,  as  may  be  needed  in  the  installation  and  operation  of  the 
work  of  improvement.  In  addition,  the  committee  recommends  the 
inclusion  of  the  word  “water  users”  in  the  condition  for  Federal 
assistance  to  assure  that  both  landowners  and  all  other  water  users 
have  complied  with  State  water  laws. 


The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  desirable  to  reduce 


in  the  handling  of  small  projects.  Therefore,  those  projects  requiring 
a  Federal  contribution  of  less  than  $250,000,  and  reservoirs  of  less 
than  2,500  acre-feet  of  total  capacity,  need  not  be  submitted  to 
Congress  through  the  President. 

The  committee  believes  that  those  projects  which  have  been 
approved  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  566  should  benefit 
through  the  provision  of  this  act,  and  also  that  those  projects  which 
have  been  cleared  by  required  committee  resolution  should  be  allowed 
to  proceed  without  being  subject  to  the  45-day  delay  in  initiation  of 
construction.  The  committee  understands  that  the  outstanding  agree¬ 
ments  and  contracts  with  local  organizations  relating  to  the  projects 
proposed  or  underway  under  the  existing  act  will  be  modified  to  con¬ 
form  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  as  amended. 

It  is  the  understanding  of  the  committee  that  any  significant  change 
in  purpose  or  in  scope  of  plans  would  require  compliance  with  appli¬ 
cable  approval  procedures. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  local  organizations  should 
make  the  fullest  practicable  use  of  available  and  qualified  professional 
engineers  and  it  is  believed  that  where  appropriate  under  the  act  as 
amended,  the  local  organizations  should  be  advanced  funds  to  pay 
for  such  services.  The  committee  recognizes  that  the  current  shortage 
of  engineers,  both  within  and  without  the  Government,  make  it 
essential  that  the  local  organizations  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  have  latitude  to  meet  the  conditions  experienced  in  many 
States  and  localities  with  respect  to  the  availability  of  engineering 
services. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing  Rules 
of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  reported,  are 
shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in 
black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing  law  in  which 
no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  following  terms  shall 
mean: 
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The  “Secretary”- — the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  United 
States. 

“Works  of  improvement”-— any  undertaking  for — 

(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land-treatment 
measures)  or 

(2)  [agricultural  phases  of]  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water 

in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  acres  and  not  included  any  single  structure  which  pro¬ 
vides  more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  floodwater  detention  capacity, 
and  more  than  twenty-jive  thousand  acre-feet  oj  total  capacity.  No 
appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
the  total  cost  of  which  is  estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  $250,000,  or  which 
includes  any  structure  which  provides  more  than  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet  of  total  capacity  unless  such  plan  has  been  approved  by  reso¬ 
lutions  adopted  by  the  [Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  respectively]  Committee  on  Public  Works  oj  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  oj  the  House  oj  Representatives,  respectively. 
A  number  of  such  subwatersheds  when  they  are  component  parts  of  a 
larger  watershed  may  be  planned  together  when  the  local  sponsoring 
organizations  so  desire. 

“Local  organization” — any  State,  political  subdivision  thereof,  soil 
or  water  conservation  district,  flood  prevention  or  control  district,  or 
combinations  thereof,  or  any  other  agency  having  authority  under 
State  law  to  carry  out,  maintain  and  operate  the  works  of 
improvement. 

Sec.  3.  In  order  to  assist  local  organizations  in  preparing  and 
canying  out  plans  for  works  of  improvement,  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized,  upon  application  of  local  organizations  if  such  application  has 
been  submitted  to,  and  not  disapproved  within  45  days  by,  the  State 
agency  having  supervisory  responsibility  over  programs  provided  for 
in  this  Act,  or  by  the  Governor  if  there  is  no  State  agency  having  such 
responsibility — 

(1)  to  conduct  such  investigations  and  surveys  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  prepare  plans  for  works  of  improvement; 

[(2)  to  make  such  studies  as  may  be  necessary  for  determining 
the  physical  and  economic  soundness  of  plans  for  works  of 
improvement,  including  a  determination  as  to  whether  benefits 
exceed  costs;] 

(2)  to  prepare  plans  and  estimates  required  for  adequate  engineer¬ 
ing  evaluation; 

(8)  to  make  allocations  oj  costs  to  the  various  purposes  to  show 
the  basis  of  such  allocations  and  to  determine  whether  benefits 
exceed  costs; 

[(3)]  (4)  t°  cooperate  and  enter  into  agreements  with  and  to 
furnish  financial  and  other  assistance  to  local  organizations: 
Provided,  That,  for  the  land-treatment  measures,  the  Federal 
assistance  shall  not  exceed  the  rate  of  assistance  for  similar 
practices  under  existing  national  programs; 

C(4)]  (5)  to  obtain  the  cooperation  and  assistance  of  other 
Federal  agencies  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  to  providing 
Federal  assistance  for  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  that 
local  organizations  shall — 
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(1)  acquire  without  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  such  land, 
easements,  or  rights-of-way  as  will  be  needed  in  connection  with 
works  of  improvement  installed  with  Federal  assistance; 

[(2)  assume  such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  installing 
any  works  of  improvement  involving  Federal  assistance  as  may 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of 
anticipated  benefits  from  such  improvements:  Provided,  That 
no  part  of  the  construction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in 
structures  for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  features 
related  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act;] 

(2)  assume  ( A )  such  'proportionate  share,  as  is  determined  by  the 
Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct  identifiable 
benefits,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improvement,  involving 
Federal  assistance,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases  of 
the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water, 
and  ( B )  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such  works 
applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the  construction 
cost  ( including  engineering  costs )  applicable  to  dood  prevention  and 
features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act; 

(3)  make  arrangements  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  for 
defraying  costs  of  operating  and  maintaining  such  works  of 
improvement,  in  accordance  with  regulations  presented  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture ; 

(4)  acquire,  or  provide  assurance  that  landowners  or  water  users 
have  acquired,  such  water  rights,  pursuant  to  State  law,  as  may  be 
needed  in  the  installation  and  operation  of  the  work  of  improve¬ 
ment;  [and] 

(5)  obtain  agreements  to  carry  out  recommened  soil  conserva¬ 
tion  measures  and  proper  farm  plans  from  owners  of  not  less  than 
50  per  centum  of  the  lands  situated  in  the  drainage  area  above 
each  retention  reservoir  to  be  installed  with  F ederal  assistance  [.]; 
and 

(6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  for 
any  loan  or  advancement  made  under  the  provisions  of  section  8. 

[Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local  or¬ 
ganization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the 
Secretary  has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the 
local  organization  has  met  the  requirements  for  participation  in 
carrying  out  the  works  of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  assist  such  local  organizations  in  developing 
specifications,  in  preparing  contracts  for  construction,  and  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  in  accordance 
with  the  plan:  Provided,  That,  except  as  to  the  installation  of  works 
of  improvement  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or 
enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any  structure  unless 
there  is  no  local  organization  authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake 
such  construction  or  to  enter  into  such  contract,  and  in  no  event  after 
July  1,  1956:  Provided,  That  in  participating  in  the  installation  of 
such  works  of  improvement  the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and 
consistent  with  his  responsibilities  for  administering  the  overall  na¬ 
tional  agricultural  program,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon 
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him  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That,  at  least 
forty-five  days  (counting  only  days  occurring  during  any  regular 
or  special  sessions  of  the  Congress)  before  such  installation  involving 
Federal  assistance  is  commenced,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  the  plan  and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President:  Provided  further,  That  any  such  plan  (a)  which  includes 
reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which 
includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures,  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  sixty 
days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President.  The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  sixty-day  period,  shall 
accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
the  Congress  through  the  President:  Provided  further,  That,  prior  to 
any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  of  improvement  under  this{ 
Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to 
assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies  including  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Department  of  the  Army.] 

Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local  organiza- 
tion  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary 
has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization 
has  met  the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of 
improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organization  shall  assume 
responsibility  for  securing  engineering  services,  including  the  design,  prep¬ 
aration  of  specifications,  awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  con¬ 
struction,  in  connection  with  such  works  of  improvement,  and  in  order  to 
properly  carry  out  such  services  shall  retain  or  employ  a  professional 
engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  shall 
reimburse  the  local  organization  for  the  cost  of  the  services  of  such  engi¬ 
neer  or  engineers  as  is  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement, 
except  that  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  competent  engineering  services 
are  not  available  he  may  contract  for  a  competent  engineer  to  provide  such . 
services  or  arrange  for  employees  of  the  Federal  Government  to  provide { 
such  services:  Provided,  That  at  the  request  of  the  local  organization  the 
Secretary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such 
services,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement  shall 
not  exceed.  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated  total  cost  of  such  works:  Provided 
further,  That,  except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  on 
Federal  lands,  the.  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract 
for  the  construction  of  any  structure  unless  there  is  no  local  organization 
authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake  such  construction  or  to  enter  into 
such  contract,  and.  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956:  Provided,  That  in 
participating  in  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  consistent  with,  his  responsibilities  for 
administering  the  overall  national  agricultural  program,  shall  utilize  the 
authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  provisions  of  this  Act:  Provided 
further,  That  whenever  the.  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any  watershed,  or  subwatershed  area 
shall  exceed  $ 250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any  structure 
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having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  the 
Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the  justification  therefor 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Provided  further,  That  any  such 
plan  involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000  or  containing  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity 
in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation 
or  irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  ( b )  which  includes 
Federal  assistance  for  flood  water  detention  structures,  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively , 
for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The  views 
and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  above  thirty-day  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  trans¬ 
mitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent:  Provided  further,  That,  prior  to  any  Federal  participation  in  the 
jworks  of  improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized 
under  this  Act  and  related  work  of  other  agencies  including  the.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  6.  *  *  * 

Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  loans  or  advancements  to 
local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  carrying  out 
works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this  Act.  Such  loans  or  advance¬ 
ments  shall  be  made  under  contracts  or  agreements  which  will  provide, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate,  for 
the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date  when  the 
principal  benefits  of  the  works  of  improvement  first  become  available, 
with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  payable,  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  marketable  public  obligations 
outstanding  at.  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  or  ad¬ 
vancement.  is  made,  which  are  neither  due.  nor  callable  for  redemption 
for  fifteen  years  from  date  of  issue.  With  respect  to  any  single  plan  for 
works  of  improvement,  the  amount  of  any  such  loan  or  advancement  shall 
.not  exceed  five  million  dollars. 

)  Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

Sec.  [8]  10.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act, 
such  sums  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

Sec.  [9]  11.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act”. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  25  (legislative  day,  April  24),  1956 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

July  16, 1956 

Reported  by  Mr.  Chavez,  with  an  amendment 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  W-fttershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prcvcnion  Aet 

4  (Act  el  August  4j  POM-  6S  StatT  666)  is  amended  as 

5  follo-ws-; 

6  -(a)-  Strike  out  the  third  sentence  of  scetion  41  and 

7  amend  the  second  sentence  of  said  section  to  reade  -  ‘Works 

8  of  improvement* — an y  undertaking  for — 
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“  (-1)  flood  prevention  (ineluding  structural  and 
land  treatment  measures-)-;  or 

“■(g)  the  conservation,-  development,  utilisation 
and  disposal  of  water  in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas 
not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  and 
not  including  any  single  structure  wliieh  provides  more 
than  live  thousand  aero-feet  of  total  capacity  except 
structures  proposed  to  he  constructed  by  a  local  organi 
sation  as  an  integral  part  of  a  watershed  plan  in  which 
any  capacity  in  excess  of  five  thousand  aerc-fcct  is  for 
purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  the  construction 
cost  of  such  excess  capacity  is  to  he  home  entirely  by  the 
local  organisation 


-(h)-  Section  -4-  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  of 
the  proviso  in  paragraph  -(A)-  the  words  ‘‘That  no  part  of 
the  construction  eost  for  providing  any  capacity  in  structures 
for  purposes  other  than  flood  prevention  and  features  related 
thereto  shall  he  home  bv  the  Federal  Government  under  the 

J 

provisions  of  this  Aet-p  and  inserting  ‘-That  the  Secretary 
shall  not  require  local  organizations  to  assume  any  part  of 
the  construction  eost  of  structural  measures  applicable  to 
flood  prevention 

-fef  Section  of  the  Act  is  amended — 

-(4)-  by  striking  out  in  the  flrst  proviso  and  in  no 
event  after  duly  fly  49 56’- ; 
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-(2)-  by  inserting  after  the  word  “That”  in  the  third 
proviso  ~  whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribntion 
to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  m  any 
watershed  or  sab  watershed  area  shad  exceed 
$250,000”;  and 

-(£)-  hy  inserting  in  the  fourth  proviso  after  the 
words  “That  any  saeh  plan”  the  words  ‘-‘involving  an 
estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in 
excess  of  $250,000”  and  after  the  words  ‘‘-public  or 
other  lands”  the  words  ^hr  wildlife^. 

-(d)-  Said  Act  is  further  amended  hy  inserting  after 
section  7-  the  following  two  new  sections  and  renumbering 
subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform: 

‘■■Seo.  St  The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  make 
loans  to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs 
of  earning  out  works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this 
Actr  Such  loans  shall  be  repaid  in  not  more  than  fifty  years 
from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  project  first 
become  available  with  interest;  at  the  average  rate?  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,-  paid  on  the  long¬ 
term  interest-bearing  marketable  securities  of  fire  United 
States  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  loan  is  madc.- 

“SeGt  fir  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shah  be  applicable 
to  Hawaii,  Alaska;  Puerto  Rico;  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 
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That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 
(68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  the  second  and  third  sentences  of  section  2 
to  read  as  follows:  “‘Works  of  improvement'1 — any  under¬ 
taking  for — 

“( 1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and 
land  treatment  measures)  or 

“(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and 
disposal  of  water 

in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  and  not  including  any  single 
structure  which  provides  more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet 
of  floodwater  detention  capacity,  and  more  than  twenty-five 
thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity.  No  appropriation  shall 
be  made  for  any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  the  total 
cost  of  which  is  estimated  to  be  in  excess  of  $ 250,000 ,  or 
which  includes  any  structure  which  provides  more  than 
twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  unless  such 
plan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively 

(b)  Amend  section  3  by  striking  out  clause  (2),  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
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“(2)  to  prepare  plans  and  estimates  required  for 
adequate  engineering  evaluation; 

“(3)  to  make  allocations  of  costs  to  the  various  pur¬ 
poses  to  show  the  basis  of  such  allocations  and  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  benefits  exceed  costs;” 
and  by  renumbering  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  as  (4)  and  (5 ) 
respectively. 

(c)  Amend  clause  (2)  of  section  4  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  assume  (A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is 

determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  direct  identifiable  benefits,  of  the  costs  of 
installing  any  works  of  improvement,  involving  Federal 
assistance,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water,  and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any 
portion  of  such  works  applicable  to  other  purposes  ex¬ 
cept  that  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  (including 
engineering  costs)  applicable  to  flood-  prevention  and  fea¬ 
tures  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  F ederal 
Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds 
appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act;”. 

(d)  Add,  after  the  word  “ landowners ”  in  clause  (4)  in 
section  4,  the  words  “or  water  users” . 

H.  R.  8750 - 2 
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(e)  Strike  out  the  word  “mid"  at  the  end  of  clause  (4) 
in  section  4;  strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (5) 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and"; 
and  after  clause  (5)  insert  a,  new  clause  as  follows: 

“( 6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  for  any  loan  or  advancement  made  under 
the  provisions  of  section  8  A 

(f)  Amend  section  5  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  inter¬ 
ested  local  organization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of 
improvement,  and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization  has  met 
the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works 
of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  shall  assume  responsibility  for  securing  engineering 
services,  including  the  design,  preparation  of  specifications, 
awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in 
connection  with  such  works  of  improvement,  and  in  order  to 
properly  carry  out  such  services  shall  retain  or  employ  a 
professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactorg  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  for  the  cost  of  the  services  of  such  engineer  or  engineers 
as  is  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement, 
except  that  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  competent  engi¬ 
neering  services  are  not  available  he  may  contract  for  a 
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competent  engineer  to  provide  such  services  or  arrange  for 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  such  serv¬ 
ices:  Provided,  That  at  the  request  of  the  local  organization 
the  Secretary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such  advances  with  respect 
to  any  works  of  improvement  shall  not  exceed,  5  per  centum 
of  the  estimated  total  cost  of  such  works:  Provided  further, 
That,  except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement 
on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter 
into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any  structure  unless 
there  is  no  local  organization  authorized  by  State  law  to 
undertake  such  construction  or  to  enter  into  such  contract,  and 
in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956 :  Provided,  That,  in  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement  the 
Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  consistent  with  his  re¬ 
sponsibilities  for  administering  the  overall  national  agricul¬ 
tural  program,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon  him 
by  the  provisions  of  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That  when¬ 
ever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construction 
cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any  water  shed  of  subwater¬ 
shed  area,  shall  exceed  $ 250,000  or  the  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  include  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess 
of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit 
a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  through  the  President:  Provided  further,  That  any 
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such  plan  involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution  to  con¬ 
struction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or  containing  any  struc¬ 
ture  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works 
or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which 
includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  struc¬ 
tures,  shall  be  submitted,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively ,  for  his  views  and 
recommendations  at  least  thirty  days  prior  to  transmission  of 
the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The  views  and 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty-day 
period,  shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That,  prior  to  any  Federal  participationrin 
the  works  of  improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall 
issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or 
desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure 
the  coordination  of  the  ivork  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies  including  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army!' 

( d)  After  section  7  insert  the  following  two  new  sections 
and  renumber  subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform: 
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“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  loans  or 
advancements  to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share 
of  costs  of  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided,  for 
in  this  Act.  Such  loans  or  advancements  shall  he  made  under 
contracts  or  agreements  which  will  provide,  under  such  terms 
and,  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate ,  for  the 
repayment  thereof  in  not,  more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date 
when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  works  of  improvement  first 
become  available,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  payable  by  the 
Treasury  upon  its  marketable  public  obligations  outstanding 
at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  or  ad¬ 
vancement  is  made,  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for 
redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  date  of  issue.  With  respect 
to  any  single  plan  for  works  of  improvement ,  the  amount  of 
any  such  loan  or  advancement  shall  not  exceed  five  million 
dollars. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  applicable 
to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Pico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands 

Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be 
applicable  to  all  works  of  improvement  and  plans  for  such 
works  under  the  provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act.  Any  plans  for  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was 
authorized  prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  to  participate  in  the 
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1  installation  of  works  of  improvement  in  accordance  with 

2  such  plan,  or  any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  which  has 

3  received  prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  the  approval  of  con- 

4  gressional  committees,  as  required  by  such  Act,  need  not 

5  be  submitted  to  the  congressional  committees  as  required  by 

6  the  W atershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  as 

7  amended  by  this  Act. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  April  24,  1956. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HOUSE  -  July  20 


FOREIGN  TEAKB:  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  (but 
-  did  not  actually  do  so)  on  S.  3903.  to  increase  the  anount  authorized  fo  t 
1  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of .  1954.  p. 

House  conferees  on  this  bill  had  been  appointed  earlier  in  the  day. 

p.  12512 
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2.  HARM  LOAM'S.  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  R.  11544,  to  improve 

and  simplify  the  credit  facilities  available  to  farmers  and  to  amend  the 
Bankhead-*! ones  Farm  Tenant  Act  (but  did  not  actually  do  so),  p.  D850 

3.  CCC  BORROWING  POWER.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3^20,  to  increase 

the  borrowing  power  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  to  $14,5  billion  and  to 
amend  the  penalty  provision  of  the  CCC  Charter  Act.  p.  12550 

4.  SECOND  SUPPLIKSHTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1957.  The  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 

ported  without  amendment  this  bill,  R.  12350  (**.  Rept.  2849).  p«  125&7 

\  f 

5.  RECLAMATION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  497*  to  authorize  the  Washoe 

reclamation  project,  ^"ev.  and  Calif,  p.  12511 

' 

6.  CUSTOMS  SIMPLIFICATION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  R.  6040,  the  customs 

simplification  bill.  p„  12549 

/ 

7*  ACCOUNTING-.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  R.  959 3,  to  simplify  account¬ 
ing  and  facilitate  the  payment  of  obligations.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President.  p.  12550  ( 

\  / 

8.  SOCIAL  SECURIT^.  The  conferees  tentatively  agreed  to  language  for  a  conference 

report  on  R.  7225,  the  social  security  bill.  The  conferees  are  to  meet  ^uly 
24  for  final  review  of  the  report,  p.  D85O 

9.  TWINE  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Marshall  referred  t®  an  announcement  of  an  executive  branch 

hearing  on  the  possibility  of  imposing  a  tariff  on  the  importation  of  baler  and 
binder  twine  and  stated  that  American  farmers  "are  asked  in  effect  to  bear  the 
higher  cost  of  producing  their  goods  as  a  kind  of  direct  subsidy  to  the  cordage 
industry."  p.  12552 

10.  PERSONNEL;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  INFORIATI ON.  The  Government  °perations  Commit¬ 

tee  approved  the  following  subcommittee  reports5  "Employment  and  Utilization 
of  Experts  and  Consultants,"  "Distribution  of  Surplus  Agricultural  Commodities 
to  Schools  and  Institutions  in  Illinois,"  "Availability  of  information  Prom 
Pederal  Departments  and  Agencies. "  p,  D849  | 

11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  for  this  week  was  announced  as  follows*  ^on. ,  Consent  Cal¬ 

endar,  bills  under /suspehsion  of  rules,  and  possibly  second  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  ^iesc,  civilian  atomic  power  bill. 

SENATE  -  JULY  20 


>2.  WATERSHEDS.  Massed  with  amendments  R.  8750,  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  ^err  to  provide 
for  committee  review  of  projects  on  which  the  Federal  contribution  exceeds 
$250,000  (the  bill  as  reported  provided  for  such  review  when  the  total  cost 
exceeds  that  amount).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  P-ruska  to  modify  the 
requirement  for  employment  of  engineers  in  connection  with  watershed  projects 
so  as  to  make  the  requirement  apply  only  to  projects  for  storage  of  water  for 
municipal  or  industrial  purposes.  Sen.  Aiken  criticized  the  transfer  of  this 
bill  from  the  Agriculture  end  Forestry  Committee  to  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
Senate  conferees  were  appointed,  p.  12428 


3.  NOMINATION;  FARM  LOANS,  Confirmed  the  nomination  of  Permit  ^ansen  to  be 
Administrator  of  the  Farmers  Norci0  Administration.  p0  124-22 
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’Elliott  V.  Bell,  chairman,  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  McGraw-Hill  Publishing  Co.,  Inc., 
New  York,  N.  Y. 

William  Benton,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Encyclopedia  Britannica,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

Sarah  G.  Blanding,  president,  Vassar  Col¬ 
lege,  Poughkeepsie,  N.  Y. 

Joseph  L.  Block,  president.  Inland  Steel 
Co.,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Marvin  Bower,  partner,  McKinsey  &  Co., 
New  York,  N.  Y. 

W.  Harold  Brenton,  president,  Brenton 
Bros.,  Inc.,  Des  Moines,  Iowa. 

Henry  P.  Bristol,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Bristol-Myers  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

James  F.  Brownlee,  partner,  J.  H.  Whitney 
&  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Harry  A.  Bullis,  chairman  of  the  board, 
General  Mills,  Inc.,  Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Thomas  D.  Cabot,  president,  Godfrey  L. 
Cabot,  Inc.,  Boston,  Mass. 

Everett  Needham  Case,  president,  Colgate 
University,  Hamilton,  N.  Y. 

Frank  A.  Christensen,  chairman  of  the 
hoards,  American  Fore  Insurance  Group,  New 
York,  N.  Y. 

Walker  L.  Cisler,  president,  the  Detroit 
Edison  Co.,  Detroit,  Mich. 

Paul  F.  Clark,  president,  John  Hancock 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.,  Boston,  Mass. 

W.  L.  Clayton,  Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co., 
Houston,  Tex. 

M.  W.  Clement,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Erie  Cocke,  chairman,  executive  committee, 
the  Fulton  National  Bank,  Atlanta,  Ga. 

John  S.  Coleman,  president.  Burroughs 
Corp.,  Detroit,  Mich.  • 

S.  Bayard  Colgate,  honorary  chairman  of 
the  board,  Colgate-Palmolive  Co.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

John  L.  Collyer,  chairman  of  the  board,  the 
B.  F.  Goodrich  Co.,  Akron,  Ohio. 

S.  Sloan  Colt,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Bankers  Trust  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

James  B.  Conant,  United  States  Ambassa¬ 
dor  to  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
Bonn,  Germany. 

George  H.  Coppers,  president,  National  Bis¬ 
cuit  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

H.  H.  Corey,  chairman,  Geo.  A.  Hormel  & 
Co.,  Austin,  Minn. 

Charles  R.  Cox,  president,  Kennecott  Cop¬ 
per  Corp.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Jay  E.  Crane,  vice  president,  Standard  Oil 
Co.  .(New  Jersey),  New  York,  N.  Y. 

F.  C.  Crawford,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Thompson  Products,  Inc.,  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Donald  K.  David,  chairman,  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  the  Ford  Foundation,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Paul  L.  Davies,  president.  Food  Machinery 
&  Chemical  Corp.,  San  Jose,  Calif. 

R.  R.  Deupree,  chairman  of  the  board,  the 
Procter  &  Gamble  Co.,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

John  S.  Dickey,  president,  Dartmouth  Col¬ 
lege,  Hanover,  N.  H. 

George  S.  Dinwiddie,  president,  Mew  Or¬ 
leans  Public  Service,  Inc.,  New  Orleans,  La. 

Morris  Edwards,  vice  president,  Thomas  E. 
Wood,  Inc.,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Fred  J.  Emmerich,  president,  Allied  Chemi¬ 
cal  &  Dye  Corp.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Mark  F.  Ethridge,  publisher,  the  Courier- 
Journal  and  the  Louisville  Times,  Louisville, 
Ky. 

Benjamin  F.  Fairless,'  chairman,  executive 
advisory  committee,  United  States  Steel 
Corp.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Edmund  Fitzgerald,  president,  the  North¬ 
western  Mutual_Life  Insurance  Co.,  Milwau¬ 
kee,  Wis. 

Ralph  E.  Flanders,  United  States  Senate, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Percival  E.  Foerderer,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

William  C.  Foster,  executive  vice  president, 
Olin  Mathieson  Chemical  Corp.,  Baltimore, 
Md. 

John  M.  Fox,  president,  Minute  Maid  Corp., 
Ne*/  York,  N.  Y. 

/Clarence  Francis,  General  Foods  Corp.,  New 
York,  N.  Y. 


Alfred  C.  Fuller,  chairman  of  the  board,  the 
Fuller  Brush  Co.,  Hartford,  Conn. 

Walter  D.  Fuller,  chairman  of  the  board, 
the  Curtis  Publishing  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

George  M.  Gadsby,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Utah  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah. 

Clark  R.  Gamble,  president.  Brown  Shoe 
Co.,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Paul  S.  Gerot,  president,  Pillsbury  Mills, 
Inc.,  Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Philip  L.  Graham,  president  and  publisher, 
the  Washington  Post  and  Times  Herald, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Gordon  Gray,  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  Department  of  Defense,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

George  L.  Harrison,  New  York  Life  Insur¬ 
ance  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.  m 

H.  J.  Heinz  II,  president,  H.  J.  Heinz  Co., 
Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

Robert  Heller,  president,  Robert  Heller  & 
Associates,  Inc.,  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Paul  G.  Hoffman,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Studebaker-Packard  Corp.,  Los  Angeles,  Calif. 

John  Jay  Hopkins,  president  and  chair¬ 
man,  General  Dynamics  Corp.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

Amory  Houghton,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Corning  Glass  Works,  Corning,  N.  Y. 

T.  V.  Houser,  chairman  of  the  board,  Sears, 
Roebuck  &  Co.,  Chicago,  Ill. 

George  H.  Johnson,  president,  Gisholt  Ma¬ 
chine  Co.,  Madison,  Wis. 

Eric  Johnston,  president,  Motion  Picture 
Association  of  America,  Inc.,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

Henry  R.  Johnston,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

William  H.  Joyce,  Jr.,  president  and  chair¬ 
man  of  the  board,  Joyce,  Inc.,  Pasadena,  Calif. 

Ernest  Kanzler,  vice  chairman  of  the  board, 
Universal  C.  I.  T.  Credit  Corp.,  Detroit,  Mich. 

Henry  P.  Kendall,  chairman  of  the  board. 
The  Kendall  Co.,  Boston,  Mass. 

Meyer  Kestnbaum,  president.  Hart  Schaff- 
ner  &  Marx,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Sigurd  S.  Larmon,  president,  Young  & 
Rubicam,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Roy  E.  Larsen,  president,  Time,  Inc.,  New 
York,  N.  Y. 

Fred  Lazarus,  Jr.,  president.  Federated  De¬ 
partment  Stores,  Inc.,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Ralph  Lazarus,  executive  vice  president, 
Federated  Department  Stores,  Inc.,  Cincin¬ 
nati,  Ohio. 

Leroy  A.  Lincoln,  chairman  of  the  board. 
Metropolitan  Life  Insurance  Co.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

Elmer  L.  Lindseth,  president,  the  Cleveland 
Electric  Illuminating  Co.,  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

George  H.  Love,  president,  Pittsburgh 
Consolidation  Coal  Co.,  Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

J.  Spencer  Love,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Burlington  Industries,  Inc.,  Greensboro,  N.  C. 

Robert  A.  Lovett,  partner,  Brown  Bros., 
Harriman  &  Co,,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Franklin  J.  Lunding,  chairman  of  the 
board,  Jewel  Tea  Co.,  Inc.,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Fowler  McCormick,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Ralph  McGill,  editor,  the  Atlanta  Con¬ 
stitution,  Atlanta,  Ga. 

Stanley  Marcus,  president,  Neiman-Marcus 
Co.,  Dallas,  Tex. 

J.  A.  Martino,  president.  National  Lead 
Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Fred  Maytag  II,  president,  the  Maytag  Co., 
Newton,  Iowa. 

Eugene  Meyer,  the  Washington  Post  and 
Times  Herald,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Don  G.  Mitchell,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Sylvania  Electric  Products,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

George  L.  Morrison,  chairman  of  the  board 
and  president,  General  Baking  Co.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

C.  Hamilton  Moses,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Arkansas  Power  &  Light  Co.,  Little  Rock, 
Aik. 

Malcolm  Muir,  president,  Newsweek,  New 
York,  N.  Y.  • 

L.  B.  Neumiller,  chairman  of  the  board. 
Caterpillar  Tractor  Co.,  Peoria,  I1L 


W.  A.  Patterson,  president.  United  Air 
Lines,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Morris  B.  Pendleton,  president,  Plomb 
Tool  Co.,  Los  Angeles,  Calif. 

Howard  C.  Petersen,  president,  Fidelity- 
Philadelphia  Trust  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

T.  S.  Petersen,  president,  Standard  Oil 
Company  of  California,  San  Francisco,  Calif. 

Malcolm  Pirnie,  Malcolm  Pirnie  Engineers, 
New  York,  N.  Y. 

M.  J.  Rathbone,  president,  Standard  Oil 
Co.  (New  Jersey) ,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Philip  D.  Reed,  chairman  of  the  board. 
General  Electric  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Walter  Rothschild,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Abraham  &  Straus,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

Beardsley  Ruml,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

E.  C.  Sammons,  president,  the  United 
States  National  Bank  of  Portland,  Portland, 
Oreg. 

Harry  Scherman,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Book-of-the-Month  Club,  Inc.,  New  York, 

N.  Y. 

Carrol  M.  Shanks,  president,  the  Pruden¬ 
tial  Insurance  Company  of  America,  Newark, 
N.  J. 

Dorothy  Shaver,  president,  Lord  &  Taylor, 
NeW  York,  N.  Y. 

Harper  Sibley,  Sibley  Farms,  Inc.,  Roch¬ 
ester,  N.  Y. 

Ellis  D.  Slater,  president,  Frankfort  Distil¬ 
leries,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

J.  E.  Slater,  president,  American  Export 
Lines,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

George  F.  Smith,  president,  Johnson  & 
Johnson,  New  Brunswick,  N.  J. 

S.  Abbot  Smith,  president,  Thomas  Strahan 
Co.,  Chelsea,  Mass. 

H.  Christian  Sonne,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Joseph  P.  Spang,  Jr.,  chairman  of  the 
board,  Gillette  Co.,  Boston,  Mass. 

Kenneth  A.  Spencer,  president,  Spencer 
Chemical  Co.,  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

Frank  Stanton,  president,  Columbia  Broad¬ 
casting  System,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

John  P.  Stevens,  Jr.,  chairman  of  the 
board,  J.  P.  Stevens  &  Co.,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

William  C.  Stolk,  president,  American  Can 
Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Anna  Lord  Strauss,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

John  Stuart,  chairman  of  the  board,  the 
Quaker  Oats  Co.,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Frank  L.  Sulzberger,  chairman  of  the 
board,  E-enterprise  Paint  Manufacturing  Co., 
Chicago,  HI. 

J.  M.  Symes,  president,  the  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Co.,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Charles  P.  Taft,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Wayne  C.  Taylor,  Heathsville,  Va. 

Alan  H.  Temple,  executive  vice  president, 
the  First  National  City  Bank  of  New  York, 
New  York,  N.  Y. 

H.  C.  Turner,  Jr.,  president,  Turner  Con¬ 
struction  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Maxwell  M.  Upson,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Raymond  Concrete  Pile  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 

Alan  Valentine,  Washington,  D.  C. 

L.  A.  Van  Bomel,  chairman  of  the  board. 
National  Dairy  Products  Corp.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

Arthur  B.  Van  Buskirk,  vice  president,  T. 
Mellon  &  Sons,  Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

Thomas  J.  Watson,  Jr.,  president.  Inter¬ 
national  Business  Machines  Corp.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

James  E.  Webb,  director,  Kerr-McGee  Oil 
Industries,  Inc.,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla. 

George  Whitney,  J.  P.  Morgan  &  Co.,  New 
York,  N.  Y. 

Walter  Williams,  Under  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  Department  of  Commerce,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C. 

Charles  E.  Wilson,  chairman,  executive 
committee,  W.  R.  Grace  &  Co.,  New  York, 
N.  Y. 

Theodore  O.  Yntema,  vice  president,  fi¬ 
nance,  Ford  Motor  Co.,  Dearborn,  Mich. 

James  W.  Young,  senior  consultant,  J. 
Walter  Thompson  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y. 
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Hfvrry  W.  Zinsmaster,  president,  Zinsmaster 
Baking  Co.,  Duluth,  Minn. 

John  S.  Zinsser,  vice  chairman  of  the 
board,  Merck  &  Co.,  Rahway,  N.  J. 

Mr.  THVE.  Mr.  President,  I  intend 
to  vote  to  confirm,  the  nomination  of 
Paul  G.  Hoffman.  I  have  known  Paul 
G.  Hoffman  for  quite  a  number  of  years. 
I  became  acquainted  with  him  when  he 
was  serving  as  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  for  Economic  Development.  He 
served  the  United  States  well  in  that  ca¬ 
pacity,  and  helped  to  formulate  a  very 
strong,  progressive,  and  healthy  business 
economy  for  the  United  States  in  the 
postwar  era. 

Paul  G.  Hoffman  and  his  associates 
did  much  to  help  establish  a  strong  econ¬ 
omy,  and  to  avoid  the  pitfalls  of  de¬ 
pression  which  we  witnessed  in  past  dec¬ 
ades  following  all  major  wars. 

Paul  G.  Hoffman  served  abroad  as  the 
administrator  of  the  Marshall  plan.  He 
was  a  credit  to  the  United  States  in  that 
capacity.  His  actions  in  the  United 
States  during  the  years  since  he  resigned 
as  administrator  of  the  European  post 
have  been  above  reproach.  He  has  done 
an  able  job  as  a  business  administrator, 
and  as  one  of  the  Nation’s  leading  busi¬ 
ness  experts. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  we 
would  do  justice  to  the  administration 
if  we  were  to  reject  the  nomination  of 
Paul  G.  Hoffman.  I  commend  the  Presi¬ 
dent  for  having  selected  him  as  a  dele¬ 
gate  to  represent  the  United  States  at 
the  United  Nations. 

Therefore  I  shall  vote  for  the  confir¬ 
mation  of  his  nomination. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  state  that  I  intend  to  vote  for 
the  confirmation  of  Mr.  Paul  G.  Hoffman 
to  be  a  member  of  the  United  States 
delegation  to  the  United  Nations.  This 
is  a  question  in  which  the  President  of 
the  United  States  and  the  Secretary  of 
State,  as  well  as  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations,  are  far  better  informed 
than  I  ever  could  hope  to  be,  and  I  shall 
certainly  abide  by  their  judgment  in  this 
realm  of  international  relations. 

Mr.  President,  although  I  do  not  have 
any  additional  expert  information  to 
contribute  to  the  debate,  I  should  like  to 
ask  a  question  of  the  distinguished  mi¬ 
nority  leader. 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  distinguished 
leader  of  the  minority  that  the  speeches 
made  yesterday  on  the  floor  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  nomination  of  Paul  G.  Hoff¬ 
man  reflect  in  any  way  upon  the  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States? 

I  should  like  to  ask  that  question  of  the 
distinguished  minority  leader. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  will  have  to  judge  that.  I  was 
not  in  the  Senate  Chamber  to  hear  all 
the  speeches.  I  made  my  own  position 
clear,  that  I  intended  to  support  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  Hoffman. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  which  heard  the  tes¬ 
timony.  I  read  into  the  Record  a  letter 
which  Mr.  Hoffman  had  addressed  to 
me.  I  did  not  hear  all  the  speeches.  I 
have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  read  all 
that  was  said  on  the  subject.  Therefore, 
I  am  not  in  a  position  to  answer  cate¬ 
gorically  the  question  asked  by  the  Sen¬ 


ator  from  Oregon.  Any  Senator  is  with¬ 
in  his  rights  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
to  express  his  views.  All  of  us,  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  do  not  necessarily 
have  to  agree,  and  do  not  always  agree, 
with  the  views  expressed  on  either  side 
of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I' thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader.  I  should 
like  to  explain  to  him  and  to  other  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  why  I  asked  the  ques¬ 
tion. 

I  was  much  disturbed,  on  July  18, 
when  the  able  minority  leader  twice  said 
on  the  floor  that  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara],  who  now 
occupies  the  chair,  had  made  a  speech 
which  cast  reflection  upon  the  integrity 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States. 
If  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  was  the 
fourth  or  fifth  time  the  able  minority 
leader  had  charged  that  various  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Members  of  the  Senate  at  one 
time  or  other  had  made  speeches  which 
reflected  upon  the  integrity  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States.  Of  course, 
the  able  minority  leader  was  completely 
within  his  prerogative  and  right  to  say 
it. 

However,  I  submit  it  is  a  rather  serious 
thing  to  have  the  spokesman  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States  in  the  Senate 
to  say  that  another  Senator  has  cast  a 
reflection  upon  the  integrity  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States. 

I  am  a  junior  Senator,  but  in  the  rela¬ 
tively  short  time  I  have  been  a  Member 
of  the  Senate,  I  have  heard  Members  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  the  Republi¬ 
can  side  of  the  aisle,  make  speeches  in 
which  they  have  declared,  for  example, 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
wished  to  send  our  jet  airplanes,  paid 
for  by  American  taxpayers,  and  made 
with  the  skill  of  American  workers,  to  a 
country  which  is,  in  effect,  an  enemy  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  should  like  to  j 
make  a  correction,  if  I  may.  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  does  not  intend  to  say  that 
the  minority  leader  is  the  spokesman  of 
the  President.  If  I  understand  the  prec¬ 
edents  of  the  Senate,  the  minority  \ 
leader  is  the  spokesman  of  Jthe  minority, 
not  of  the  President.  He  is  the  Senate  | 
minority  leader,  not  the  President’s 
spokesman. 

Unfortunately,  many  people  seem  to 
think  that  the  minority  leader  in  the 
Senate  is  now  the  spokesman  for  the 
President.  I  believe  that  is  entirely  un¬ 
true,  and  I  sincerely  hope  the  minority 
leader  does  not  agree  with  what  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  said  on  that 
point. 

Mr.  NEUBERGER.  I  shall  be  very 
happy  to  accept  the  correction.  I  will 
revise  my  statement  to  say  that  it  is  a 
serious  thing  when  the  leader  in  the 
Senate  of  the  party  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  indicates  that  another 
Senator,  whether  it  be  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]  or  any  other 
Senator,  has  cast  doubt  upon  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States. 
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For  example,  it  was  said  yesterday — 
and  entirely  within  the  prerogative  of 
the  Senator  who  said  it — that  the  nom¬ 
inee  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States  for  this  important  position  in 
our  international  affairs  is  the  head  of 
an  organization  whose  “influence  oper¬ 
ates  to  defend  Communists,  to  ridicule 
or  hamstring  congressional  committees 
investigating  communism,  and  to  con¬ 
fuse  the  American  people  about  the 
meaning  of  their  fundamental  constitu¬ 
tional  principles.” 

It  was  said  further: 

We  are  voting  to  approve  or  disapprove, 
as  a  representative  of  the  United  States, 
a  man  who  has  been  clearly  identified  over 
many  years  with  the  softening  and  corrup¬ 
tion  of  public  opinion  in  the  United  States 
and  the  undermining  of  its  power  to  meet 
the  Communist  danger. 

I  could  read  more  quotations  of  a  simi¬ 
lar  nature,  but  I  shall  not  do  so. 

The  point  I  am  seeking  to  make  is  that 
it  is  a  serious  thing  when  a  Senator  is 
charged  with  casting  doubt  upon  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  I  desire  to  place  in  proper  per¬ 
spective  the  accusations  that  have  been 
made  against  Senators  on  this  side  of  the 
aisle.  I  desire  to  point  to  some  state¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  about  nominees  for 
appointment  by  the  President  to  the 
highest  positions  in  the  country,  and 
that  no  charges  were  made,  to  my  knowl¬ 
edge,  by  the  minority  leader  or  anyone 
else  that  they  were  casting  doubt  upon 
the  integrity  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 

I  was  disturbed  the  other  evening  when 
the  charge  was  made  against  a  very  fine 
and  outstanding  and  humanitarian  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Senator.  Therefore,  I  wished  to 
place  the  accusations  in  their  proper  per¬ 
spective. 

I  intend  to  vote  to  confirm  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  Paul  G.  Hoffman,  a  nomination 
sent  to  the  Senate  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States. 


AMENDMENT  OF  WATERSHED  PRO¬ 
TECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVEN¬ 
TION  ACT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  as  in  legislative  session,  I  intend  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  wa¬ 
tershed  protection  bill  which  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  tell 
me  can  be  disposed  of  in  5  minutes. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that,  as  in  legislative  ses¬ 
sion,  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  Calender  No.  2626,  H.  R.  8750. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  with  an  amendment,  to 
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strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert : 

That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as 
follows: 

(a)  Amend  the  second  and  third  sentences 
of  section  2  to  read  as  follows:  “  ‘Works  of 
improvement’ — any  undertaking  for — 

“(1)  flood  prevention  (including  struc¬ 
tural  and  land  treatment  measures)  or 

“(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utili¬ 
zation,  and  disposal  of  water 
in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  250,000  acres  and  not  including  any 
single  structure  which  provides  more  than 
5,000  acre-feet  of  floodwater  detention  ca¬ 
pacity,  and  more  than  25,000  acre-feet  of 
total  capacity.  No  appropriation  shall  be 
made  for  any  plan  for  works  of  improvement 
the  total  cost  of  which  is  estimated  to  be 
in  excess  of  $250,000,  or  which  includes  any 
structure  which  provides  more  than  2,500 
acre-feet  of  total  capacity  unless  such  plan 
has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  House  of  Representaitves,  respec¬ 
tively.” 

(b)  Amend  section  3  by  striking  out  clause 
(2),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“(2)  to  prepare  plans  and  estimates  re¬ 
quired  for  adequate  engineering  evaluation; 

“‘(3)  to  make  allocations  of  costs  to  the 
various  purposes  to  show  the  basis  of  such 
allocations  and  to  determine  whether  bene¬ 
fits  exceed  costs;” 

and  by  renumbering  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  as 
(4)  and  (5)  respectively. 

(c)  Amend  clause  (2)  of  section  4  to  read 
as  follows: 

‘‘(2)  assumq  (A)  such  proportionate  share, 
as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be 
equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct 
identifiable  benefits,  of  the  costs  of  install¬ 
ing  any  works  of  improvement,  involving 
Federal  assistance,  which  is  applicable  to 
the  agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation, 
development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of 
water,  and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing 
any  portion  of  such  works  applicable  to  other 
purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  (including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features 
relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  act;”. 

(d)  Add  after  the  word  “landowners”  in 
clause  (4)  in  section  4,  the  words  “or  water 
users.” 

(e)  Strike  out  the  word  “and”  at  the  end 
of  clause  (4)  in  section  4;  strike  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  clause  (5)  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”; 
and  after  clause  (5)  insert  a  new  clause  as 
follows : 

“(6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  for  any  loan  or  ad¬ 
vancement  made  under  the  provisions  of 
section  8.” 

(f)  Amend  section  5  to  read  as  follows:  , 

“Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  \ 

the  interested  local  organization  have  agreed  | 
on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the  ! 
Secretary  has  determined  that  the  benefits 
exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization 
has  met  the  requirements  for  participation 
in  carrying  out  the  works  of  improvement  as 
set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organization 
shall  assume  responsibility  for  securing  en¬ 
gineering  services,  including  the  design, 
preparation  of  specifications,  awarding  of 
contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction, 
in  connection  with  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  and  in  order  to  properly  carry  out  such 
services  shall  retain  or  employ  a  professional 
engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the 
local  organization  for  the  cost  of  the  services 


of  such  engineer  or  engineers  as  is  properly 
chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement, 
except  that  if  the  Secretary  determines  that 
competent  engineering  services  are  not  avail¬ 
able  he  may  contract  for  a  competent  engi¬ 
neer  to  provide  such  services  or  arrange  for 
employees  of  the  Federal  Government  to  pro¬ 
vide  such  services:  Provided,  That  at  the 
request  of  the  local  organization  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may  be  • 
necessary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such  ' 
advances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  im¬ 
provement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of 
the  estimated  total  cost  of  such  works:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That,  except  as  to  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  works  of  improvement  on  Federal 
lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or 
enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction 
of  any  structure  unless  there  is  no  local 
organization  authorized  by  State  law  to  un¬ 
dertake  such  construction  or  to  enter  into 
such  contract,  and  in  no  event  after  July  1, 
1956:  Provided,  That  in  participating  in  the 
installation  of  such  works  of  improvement 
the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  his  responsibilities  for  adminis¬ 
tering  the  overall  national  agricultural  pro¬ 
gram,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred 
upon  him  by  the  provisions  of  this  act:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  whenever  the  estimated 
Federal  contribution  to  the  construction  cost 
of  works  of  improvement  in  any  watershed 
or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000 
or  the  works  of  improvement  include  any 
structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of 
2,500  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit 
a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the  justification 
therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent:  Provided  further,  That  any  such  plan 
involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or 
containing  any  structure  having  a  total  ca¬ 
pacity  in  excess  of  2,500  acre-feet  (a)  which 
includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or 
which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wild¬ 
life  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which  includes  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  for  floodwater  detention 
structures,  shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  respectively,  for  his  views  and  recom¬ 
mendations  at  least  30  days  prior  to  trans¬ 
mission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through 
the  President.  The  views  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  prior  to  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  above  30-day  period,  shall  ac¬ 
company  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress  through 
the  President:  Provided  further.  That,  prior 
to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works 
of  improvement  under  this  act,  the  President 
shall  issue  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
deems  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  act,  and  to  assure  the 
coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under 
this  act  and  related  work  of  other  agencies 
including  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

(g)  After  section  7  insert  the  following 
two  new  sections  and  renumber  subsequent 
sections  of  the  act  to  conform: 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  to  local  organi¬ 
zations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs 
of  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  act.  Such  loans  or  ad¬ 
vancements  shall  be  made  under  contracts 
or  agreements  which  will  provide,  under 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
deems  appropriate,  for  the  repayment  there¬ 
of  in  not  more  than  50  years  from  the  date 
when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  works  of 
improvement  first  become  available,  with  in¬ 
terest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  payable  by 
the  "treasury  upon  its  marketable  public 
Obligations  outstanding  at  the  beginning  of 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  or  advance¬ 
ment  is  made,  which  are  neither  due  nor 
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callable  for  redemption  for  15  years  from 
date  of  issue.  With  respect  to  any  single 
plan  for  works  of  improvement,  the  amount 
of  any  such  loan  or  advancement  shall  not 
exceed  $5  million. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
be  applicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  this  act 
shall  be  applicable  to  all  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  and  plans  for  such  works  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act.  Any  plans  for  works 
of  improvement  with  respect  to  which  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  authorized 
prior  to  the  date  of  this  act  to  participate  in 
the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  in 
accordance  with  such  plan,  or  any  plan  for 
works  of  improvement  which  has  received 
prior  to  the  date  of  this  act  the  approval  of 
congressional  committees,  as  required  by 
such  act,  need  not  be  submitted  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  committees  as  required  by  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  as  amended  by  this  act. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  am  I  to 
understand  that  the  watershed  bill  has 
been  called  up  at  this  time? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Texas  asking  that  the  Senate  consider 
the  bill  at  this  time? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  bill  is 
before  the  Senate.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  will  make  a  brief  statement 
on  the  bill,  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams]  wishes  to  offer 
some  amendments  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  intended  that  the 
Senate  shall  act  on  the  bill  at  this  time? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Yes,  if  that 
course  is  agreeable  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
consideration  of  this  subject  should  be 
taken  from  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  and  turned  over  to 
another  committee.  I  wish  to  register 
my  opposition  to  such  action. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  will  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  did  not  anticipate  that 
the  bill  would  come  up  quite  so  soon. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  is  trying  to  anticipate  as 
much  as  he  can.  The  minority  leader 
agreed  that  the  bill  might  be  considered 
at  this  time.  He  said  there  were  three 
Members  on  his  side  of  the  aisle  who  de¬ 
sired  to  be  notified  when  the  bill  was 
called  up. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  take 
about  5  minutes  to  make  a  general  state¬ 
ment  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  certainly  will  have 
that  opportunity.  Does  the  Senator  care 
to  make  his  statement  now?  If  so,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  the  floor  to  him. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  that  the  conservation  of  the  soil 
and  the  upstream  water  resources  of  the 
United  States  is  a  matter  which  properly 
concerns  agriculture  more  than  any 
other  phase  of  our  economy. 
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Two  years  ago  Congress  enacted  legis¬ 
lation  providing  for  small  watershed  de¬ 
velopments  which  would  afford  some 
flood  control  and  water  conservation  for 
the  upstream  farming  areas  of  the 
country,  and  encourage  reforestation 
and  other  sound  conservation  practices. 

I  regret  very  much  that  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  this  type  of  legislation  has  been 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs  instead  of  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 
I  believe  that  is  taking  the  matter  from 
a  committee  in  which  it  properly  belongs. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  only  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  It  was  not  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Instead,  the  matters  re¬ 
lating  to  the  subject  have  been  referred 
to  a  committee  which  has  had  little  to 
do  with  the  Watershed  Act  and  water¬ 
shed  developments.  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  study  the  bill  very  care¬ 
fully. 

I  understand  it  virtually  does  away 
with  the  engineering  staff  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  requires  farm¬ 
ers  to  hire  private  engineers  not  only  in 
the  construction  of  dams  in  the  same 
watershed  projects,  but  also  for  the  ordi¬ 
nary  work  carried  on  in  connection  with 
farming,  such  as  drainage,  terracing,  and 
so  forth.  It  eliminates  a  great  deal  of 
the  engineering  assistance  which  they 
have  received  from  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  and  I  believe  it  is  ill-advised  to 
take  the  matter  up  at  this  time.  I  think, 
if  it  is  enacted,  it  will  do  a  great  deal  of 
harm  to  the  upstream  conservation 
movement.  I  believe  the  measure  should 
never  have  been  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and 
should  not  have  been  taken  away  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  If  it  is  passed  and  signed  by  the 
President  it  could  mean  a  lessening  of  a 
great  deal  of  the  conservation  work 
which  has  been  promoted  and  encour¬ 
aged  during  the  past  2  years. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  mere¬ 
ly  wish  to  support  the  position  taken  by 
the  Senator  from  Vermont.  The  bill 
should  have  gone  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  If  it  is  passed, 
it  will  be  a  disservice  to  the  soil-conser¬ 
vation  program,  which  has  accomplished 
a  great  deal  of  good  in  the  past. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Bringing  up  the  bill  at 
this  time  has  taken  me  by  surprise.  It  is 
a  matter  which  affects  every  farmer  in 
the  United  States.  It  is  a  matter  which 
could  reverse  the  established  policy  of 
the  administration  to  conserve  soil  and 
water  resources  in  the  upstream  reaches 
of  river  systems,  and  it  could  mean  re¬ 
verting,  again,  to  the  big-dam  system  on 
the  lower  reaches  of  rivers  where  dams 
frequently  do  more  harm  than  good, 
particularly  as  regards  the  people  who 
live  above  them.  It  would  be  a  calamity 
to  enact  this  measure  into  law  at  this 
time  as  it  is  now  written. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  to  which  the 
bill  was  referred,  reported  it  favorably 


with  an  amendment  and  recommended 
that  the  bill,  as  amended,  be  passed. 

In  this  connection,  for  the  committee, 
I  send  forward  a  perfecting  amendment 
and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
lines  15  and  16,  it  is  proposed,  in  lieu 
of  the  words  “for  works  of  improvement, 
the  total  cost  of  which  is  estimated  to 
be”,  to  insert  the  words  “involving  the 
estimated  Federal  contribution  to  con¬ 
struction  costs.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
will  explain  the  amendment. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment  is  to  make  the 
paragraph  conform  to  the  remainder  of 
the  bill  as  it  has  been  amended.  In  the 
bill  there  was  a  requirement  for  sub¬ 
mission  to  congressional  committees 
when  the  amount  of  the  cost  of  the  plan 
exceeded  a  certain  amount,  which  was 
$250,000.  It  was  our  purpose  to  pro¬ 
vide  throughout  the  bill  that  the  project 
should  be  submitted  to  the  committees 
of  the  Congress  if  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  plan  exceeded  $250,000,  not  if 
the  total  cost  of  the  plan  exceeded  $250,- 
000.  All  this  perfecting  amendment 
does  is  to  make  the  provision  on  page  4, 
lines  15  and  16,  conform  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  in  other  parts  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  inquire  whether  all  Senators  received 
a  copy  of  the  bill  and  the  report?  I 
think  it  is  very  unusual  to  consider  a  bill 
with  amendments  which  have  not  been 
printed  and  distributed. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  that  it  was  submitted  not  only  to 
the  members  of  the  committee  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle,  but  also  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  and  by 
him  discussed  with  other  Senators. 

It  was  our  understanding  that  every 
phase  of  the  bill  had  been  taken  up  with 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
Certainly,  if  the  Senator  wishes  a  copy 
he  may  have  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  this  bill  has  been 
on  the  calendar  since  the  16th  of  July. 
It  is  contained  in  the  bound  volumes 
which  Senators  have  under  their  desks, 
together  with  the  report  and  the  amend¬ 
ments.  I  later  had  received  notice 
through  the  regular  procedure  that  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett], 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hrhska],  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Williams]  were  very  much 
interested  in  the  bill  and  wished  to  be 
notified  when  it  was  called  up.  When 
the  majority  leader  made  inquiry  of 
the  minority  leader  I  told  him  that  I 
had  received  notification  by  the  Senators 
from  Delaware,  Nebraska,  and  Wyoming, 
and  I  sent  word  to  all  three  that  the  bill 
was  going  to  be  called  up  for  considera¬ 
tion. 

So,  I  do  not  think  the  procedure  was 
any  different  from  the  usual  procedure. 
Before  we  approved  the  bill  for  consid¬ 


eration  we  checked  with  the  ranking 
Republican  Member. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  recall  having 
been  consulted  at  all  on  the  bill.  I  am 
very  much  opposed  to  anything  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  work  in  conservation  which 
has  been  done  in  the  last  2  years. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  that  the  bill  was 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  I  checked  the  bill  with  the  rank¬ 
ing  Republican  of  that  committee,  as  I 
always  check  with  the  ranking  Repub¬ 
lican  in  the  case  of  a  bill  from  any  other 
committee. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  But  is  not  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  con¬ 
cerned  with  this  matter  at  all? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  was  within  his  rights  at  any 
time  to  ask  that  the  bill  be  rereferred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  to  be  completely  ignored,  and  is  a 
veto  power  to  be  given  to  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers  with  respect  to  every 
little  brook  or  stream  in  the  United 
States? 

We  ought  to  have  at  least  2  or  3  hours 
in  which  to  read  the  report  and  the  bill 
before  being  asked  to  vote  on  it.  But  if 
it  is  desired  to  go  ahead  and  pass  the 
bill,  then  let  it  be  passed,  and  let  the 
Senate  take  the  consequences.  I  think 
such  precipitate  action  is  unfair. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  had  the  bill  and  the  report  on 
his  desk  for  4  days.  The  bill  does  not 
propose  to  do  the  things  about  which  the 
Senator  has  expressed  his  fears. 

I  know  of  the  distinguished  leader¬ 
ship  which  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
has  given  in  connection  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  upstream  flood  control.  I  say  to 
him  that  the  expansion  provided  in  the 
bill  will  fortify  such  control  within  the 
local  soil  conservation  districts,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  principle  he  has  so 
long,  so  carefully,  and  so  ably  advocated. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  have  a  copy  of  a  letter 
which  was  addressed  to  the  Honorable 
Dennis  Chavez,  chairman  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  and  signed  by  John  C. 
Lynn,  legislative  director  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation.  In  his  let¬ 
ter  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  Mr. 
Lynn  says : 

As  we  interpret  the  language  in  section  2 
(lines  14^-21),  no  appropriations  could  be 
made  for  works  of  improvement  where  the 
total  cost  is  estimated  to  be  in  excess  of 
$250,000  or  which  includes  structures  provid¬ 
ing  more  than  2,500  acre-feet  of  total  capac¬ 
ity,  until  the  plan  has  been  approved  by  reso¬ 
lutions  adopted  by  both  the  Senate  and 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works.  Like¬ 
wise,  our  interpretation  of  section  5,  lines 
18-25  is  to  the  effect  that  whenever  the  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  contribution  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  works  of  improvement  exceeds 
$250,000  or  includes  any  structures  with  a 
total  capacity  in  excess  of  2,500  acre-feet,  the 
Secretary  is  required  to  transmit  a  copy  of 
the  plan  and  the  justification  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  through  the  President. 

My  concern  is  as  to  whether  the  ob¬ 
jections  and  the  questions  raised  by  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  are 
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being  corrected  by  the  amendments 
which  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has 
offered  and  by  the  amendments  which 
are  now  being  proposed  by  various  Sen¬ 
ators  who  are  on  the  floor. 

I  must  certainly  have  not  had  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  study  the  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  AikenI,  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Yotjng],  and  I 
are  the  three  ranking  Republican  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  I  shall  not  be  a  party 
to  destroying  any  part  of  the  soil-con¬ 
servation  work  of  this  Nation  which  has 
been  so  ably  carried  on  under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  for  the  past  sev¬ 
eral  decades.  That  is  why  I  raise  the 
question  with  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  at  this  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  May  I  see  the  commu¬ 
nication  to  which  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  has  addressed  himself? 

Mr.  THYE.  Indeed;  I  hand  it  to  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  my  brief  experience 
in  Congress,  I  saw,  for  tlje  first  time, 
something  during  the  heatings  on  the 
bill  which  I  had  never  expected  to  see 
and  had  never  seen  before;  that  is,  the 
representatives  of  the  Amerioan  Farm 
Bureau  Federation,  the  Farmers’  Union, 
and  the  National  Grange  all  appeared 
before  the  committee  and  were  unani¬ 
mous  in  their  endorsement  and  approval 
of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case]  was  there  throughout  most  of  the 
hearings,  as  was  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett]  was  in  at¬ 
tendance  during  a  part  of  the  hearings. 

I  may  say  to  my  good  friend  from  Min¬ 
nesota  that  I  had  never  before  seen  that 
situation  develop,  and  had  never  ex¬ 
pected  to  see  it.  But  the  three  great 
organizations  were  in  entire  accord,  har¬ 
mony,  and  agreement  in  their  request  for 
the  action  which  the  committee  took. 

Mr.  THYE.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  if  the  farm  organiza¬ 
tions  were  all  in  accord  with  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  the  jurisdiction  be  taken  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
placed  in  the  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior? 

Mr.  KERR.  Jurisdiction  would  not 
go  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Mr.  THYE.  But  reports  must  be  made 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  to  the  first  question 
asked  by  the  Senator,  with  reference  to 
the  to'tal  cost,  which  was  estimated  to 
be  in  excess  of  $250,000,  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  to  correct  an  amendment 
which  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  of¬ 
fered  a  while  ago  and  which  was  adopted. 
It  related  to  a  typographical  error.  In 
one  place  the  reference  was  to  the  total 
cost  of  $250,000;  in  another  place  the 
reference  was  to  the  total  Federal  con¬ 
tribution. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
provide  the  criteria  to  the  committees 
of  Congress  the  matter  of  the  Federal 
contribution,  not  the  total  cost. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  suggested  a  moment  ago  that 
the  works  under  the  bill  would  be  ad¬ 


ministered  by  the  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota 
said  they  would  be  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  Is  it  not 
correct  that  the  works  under  the  bill 
will  be  administered  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes;  and  by  the  local  soil 
conservation  districts. 

Mr.  THYE.  However,  they  must  re¬ 
port  back  to  the  Committees  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

Mr.  KERR.  No,  not  at  all. 

Mr.  THYE.  Then  what  we  are  en¬ 
deavoring  to  do  is  to  enact  legislation 
with  which  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  are  not  fa- 
maliar,  and  without  a  thorough  expla¬ 
nation  of  what  the  bill  proposes. 

Mr.  KERR.  There  are  Senators  pres¬ 
ent  who,  in  the  event  of  the  inability  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  to  do  so,  can 
explain  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
any  part  of  the  bill  he  wishes  to  have 
explained. 

I  now  desire  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  in  whom 
I  feel  certain  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  some  degree  of  confidence. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
wish  the  Record  to  show  that,  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination,  I  do  not  have 
confidence  in  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  because  I  do  . 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  hope  we  may  come  to  a  vote  on 
the  bill.  The  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  indicated  that  he  wished  to 
speak  on  it  for  5  minutes. 

The  bill  was  cleared  by  the  policy 
groups  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  before 
it  was  scheduled.  If  there  had  been  a 
request  that  it  be  held  up,  that  certainly 
would  have  been  done. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  was 
called  from  a  meeting  of  a  committee  of 
conference  which  is  acting  on  very  im¬ 
portant  administration  legislation. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  would  be  the  last  person  to  do 
anything  which  would  interfere  with  the 
work  of  the  soil  conservation  districts. 

Mr.  Donald  Williams,  Chief  of  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  comes  from  South 
Dakota.  I  have  great  confidence  in  him. 
I  have  discussed  the  bill  with  Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams..  I  think  the  bill  is  satisfactory 
to  him  or  will  be  with  the  change  of  the 
word  “shall”  to  “may”  in  connection 
with  the  employment  of  private  engi¬ 
neers. 

Yesterday  afternoon  I  had  a  telegram 
from  Tony  Krebs,  who  is  a  director  of 
the  Association  of  Soil  Conservation  Dis¬ 
tricts  in  my  State.  He  raised  only  one 
question.  It  went  to  whether  the  engi¬ 
neers  must  be  private  engineers,  or  mere¬ 
ly  might  be.  He  wanted  the  provision 
to  be  discretionary.  The  bill  is  being 
amended  to  make  it  discretionary.  This 
was  the  precise  point  which  I  had  raised 
in  discussing  the  matter  with  other 
members  of  the  committee.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  has  pre¬ 
pared  an  appropriate  amendment  to  do 
exactly  that.  To  the  best  of  my  knowl¬ 
edge,  that  meets  with  the  desires  of  the 
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soil  conservation  districts  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  there  are  96  potential  leaders  in 
the  Senate.  I  could  not  attempt  to  con¬ 
fer  with  all  of  them.  I  have  conferred 
with  at  least  5  or  6  distinguished  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  minority  about  the  bill. 

First,  I  have  never  been  able  to  find 
anyone  who  is  more  reliable  in  the  sched¬ 
uling  of  matters  for  consideration  and 
more  reliable  to  consult  with  than  the 
minority  leader.  After  he  had  consulted 
with  his  staff  and  the  other  persons  with 
whom  he  desired  to  consult,  I  announced, 
as  it  appears  in  the  Record  of  July  18, 
1956,' at  page  12063,  that  Calendar  No. 
2626,  H.  R.  8750,  to  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  had 
been  already  cleared  by  the  leadership 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  that  it  would 
be  scheduled  for  consideration,  and 
would  be  called  up  at  a  mutually  con¬ 
venient  time.  That  was  done  on  the 
18th  of  July.  I  refer  Senators  to  that 
page  of  the  Record. 

I  may  have  announced  the  bill  2  or  3 
more  times.  I  tried  to  do  so,  so  that 
every  Senator  might  be  on  notice.  The 
bill  is  on  every  Senator’s  desk. 

This  morning  we  have  scheduled  for 
consideration  the  nomination  of  Paul 
Hoffman.  Following  the  completion  of 
action  on  the  nomination,  it  is  expected 
that  the  executive  pay  bill  will  be  con¬ 
sidered.  That  is  a  bill  in  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  is  vitally  interested.  Then 
there  is  in  conference  the  customs  sim¬ 
plification  bill,  in  which  the  administra¬ 
tion  is  also  very  vitally  interested. 

Since  the  watershed  protection  bill  was 
one  of  the  bills  scheduled,  I  tried  to  ar¬ 
range  for  its  consideration  at  a  time 
when  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr],  who  is  also  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance,  could  be  on  the  floor. 

I  conferred  with  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska],  and 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Know- 
land].  I  hope  we  may  be  able  to  take 
action  on  the  bill.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
the  Senate  will  pass  it  when  it  does  act 
on  it. 

If  we  must,  we  can  postpone  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  much  proposed  legislation 
which  the  Republican  administration 
feels  is  very  important  and  very  neces¬ 
sary,  and  keep  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  occupied  discussing  the  subject 
generally;  but  it  will  be  found,  when  it 
is  all  over,  that  ample  notice  has  been 
given. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  point  of  clarification? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  A  few  minutes  ago  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  fact  that  the  bill  required 
the  projects  to  be  approved  by  the  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committees  of 
the  House  and  the  Senate.  I  should 
have  said  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  rather  than  the  Committees  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  has  the  floor.  I  should  like  to 
ask  him - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  have  the 
floor,  and  I  yielded  1  minute  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  I  understand  the  bill  contains  a 
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provision  similar  to  the  administration’s 
provision  in  the  bill  to  construct  build¬ 
ings  all  over  the  country.  It  permits 
them  to  come  before  certain  committees 
of  the  Congress  and  report  to  them. 
When  the  administration  bill  providing 
for  the  construction  of  post  office  build¬ 
ings  was  up  for  consideration,  there  was 
a  provision  that  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  should  be  informed  of  the  sites 
on  which  it  was  expected  to  locate  the 
buildings.  This  is  a  similar  provision. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  purpose  is  to 
limit  the  size  of  the  projects,  then  I  think 
the  sponsors  of  the  bill  may  be  on  good 
ground.  I  think  the  size  of  the  projects 
should  be  limited  by  legislation  rather 
than  by  asking  committees  to  approve 
this  project  and  that  project,  about 
which  they  know  little.  Otherwise,  we 
shall  get  in  the  same  trouble  as  we  are 
when  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  asks 
for  a  project,  and  the  Army  engineers 
come  forward  and  intimate  that  if  that 
project  is  put  into  effect,  everybody  down 
river  will  be  drowned  sooner  or  later.  A 
committee  is  not  in  a  position  to  deter¬ 
mine  which  one  of  the  agencies  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
said  that  Mr.  Donald  Williams,  head  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  approved 
the  bill.  That  was  news  to  me,  but  I 
shall  accept  the  Senator’s  statement  that 
the  conservation  groups  approve  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Yester¬ 
day  I  received  a  communication  from 
Mr.  Lawrence  W.  Rittenoure,  of  Kansas, 
director  of  the  National  Association  of 
Soil  Conservation  Districts."  He  indi¬ 
cated  that  he  was  in  favor  of  the  bill  if 
the  employment  of  professional  engi¬ 
neers  were  made  discretionary  and  not 
mandatory.  I  assured  him  it  would  be 
discretionary  under  the  amendment 
which  has  been  prepared  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

As  to  reference  of  projects  to  congres¬ 
sional  committees,  the  initiative  still 
rests  with  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  It  is  only  after  the  proj¬ 
ects  reach  a  certain  size  that  there  is 
any  referral  to  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  purpose  there  is  to  avoid 
overlapping  and  possible  conflict  with 
larger  public  works  projects. 

All  projects  under  the  act  will  still  be 
initiated  by  the  soil  conservation  dis¬ 
tricts  and  be  recommended  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  State  committees  and  be  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  congressional  committees 
on  agriculture.  Only  those  where  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  exceeds  $250,- 
000  or  where  the  storage  exceeds  2,500 
acre-feet  will  be  also  referred  to  the 
Public  Works  Committees.  This  is 
spelled  out  in  the  language  at  page  4  of 
the  bill.  I  believe  these  provisions  meet 
the  questions  which  the  Senators  have 
asked. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Am  I  to  understand  that 
the  proposed  legislation  does  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  watershed  projects  where  the 


Government  participation  is  under 
$250,000  or  there  are  no  dams  impound¬ 
ing  over  2,500  acre-feet?  It  does  not 
interfere  with  any  project  holding  back 
2,500  acre-feet  or  under? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  does  not  interfere  with 
any  projects  for  storage  holding  less 
than  2,500  acre-feet. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  only  the  larger  proj¬ 
ects  which  would  be  referred  to  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committees.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  KERR.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  regard  to  the  hiring 
of  engineers  let  us  make  this  clear  for 
the  Record - 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  to  answer  that  ques¬ 
tion,  because  it  is  his  amendment  that 
we  are  asking  the  Senate  to  accept. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the 
proposed  legislation  to  require  farmers 
whose  work  is  included  in  the  local  par¬ 
ticipation  to  hire  private  engineers  for 
grading  the  land  or  draining  the  land 
or  terracing  the  land,  or  work  of  that 
kind? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  an 
amendment  will  be  proposed  which  will 
not  require  any  local  organization  to 
hire  private  engineers  except  as  to  those 
projects  which  will  contain  either 
municipal  or  industrial  water  uses  above 
5,000  acre  feet.  So  that  all  the  work 
which  has  been  heretofore  done  under 
the  Watershed  Act  of  1954  will  continue 
just  as  it  is,  with  the  exception  that  each 
local  organization  will  be  given  the  dis¬ 
cretion  to  hire  outside  engineers,  if  it 
wants  to. 

Mi'.  AIKEN.  The  farmer  or  land- 
owner  will  have  available  the  advice  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Not  only  the  farmer, 
but  the  local  organization.  Under  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
there  will  still  be  available  the  partici¬ 
pation  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
by  way  of  technical  help  and  engineers, 
just  as  heretofore. 

Mr.  KERR.  If  they  employ  private 
engineering  help,  it  must  be  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
and  at  his  expense. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  letter  referred  to 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  from  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  con¬ 
tained  objections  which  are  being  com¬ 
pletely  obviated,  with  one  exception,  and 
that  is  as  to  the  portion  referring  to 
section  9,  page  4  of  the  bill,  which  re¬ 
fers  to  projects  of  a  certain  size  being 
referred  to  the  Committees  on  Public 
Works  rather  than  the  Agriculture 
Committees.  As  the  House  bill  does  not 
contain  such  a  provision,  the  question 
will  have  to  be  settled  in  conference 
between  the  two  Houses. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  the  bill  is  amended 
in  accordance  with  the  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  it  will  make  it 
very  much  more  palatable ;  and  with  the 
assurance  that  the  small  watershed  pro¬ 
grams  which  do  not  exceed  the  limits 
which  are  set  forth  in  previous  legisla¬ 
tion  are  not  affected,  I  would  have  no 
serious  objection  to  this  bill.  I  for  one 
shall  be  very  glad  to  get  rid  of  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  determining  whether 
large  dams — and  we  have  one  before  us 
now  which  I  think  will  cover  parts  of 
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both  Oklahoma  and  Texas — are  safe 
dam  or  not. 

However,  up  to  now  I  had  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  amendment  to  be  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  and  my  op¬ 
position  was  based  on  the  original  text 
of  the  bill. 

If  amended  as  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  I  will  have  no  objection 
to  its  passage. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  understood 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  and  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  had  worked  out 
agreements  before  the  bill  was  scheduled 
for  consideration,  and  that  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  had  a  meeting  of  minds. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  that  some  of 
those  interested  in  soil  conservation  in 
my  State  likewise  had  some  concern  over 
the  question  of  the  engineers.  I  have 
discussed  with  him  the  text  of  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska.  I  also  discussed  it  with 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma.  Based  on 
the  assurances  they  gave  me  previously, 
and  which  they  have  repeated  now,  the 
people  in  my  State  connected  with  the 
soil  conservation  work  are  in  agreement 
with  the  bill  as  it  will  be  amended.  We 
are  assured  that  their  interests  are  fully 
protected. 

In  connection  with  another  question 
which  I  discussed  with  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  perhaps  we  can  also  clarify 
this  to  their  satisfaction.  The  same  peo¬ 
ple  wanted  to  make  sure  that  the  work  of 
drainage  as  well  as  other  types  of  flood 
prevention,  would  be  taken  care  of  on 
an  equal  basis. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  a  part  of  flood-control 
structures? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  shall  read  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  appears  in  the  House  report 
on  a  similar  bill  and  ask  this  question: 
Am  I  correct  that  the  committee  in 
charge  of  this  bill  agree  on  this  same  in¬ 
terpretation?  We  ask  this  to  be  sure  that 
the  type  of  drainage  in  our  area  is  fully 
covered  on  an  equal  basis  of  other  flood- 
control  projects  referred  to  in  this  bill. 

It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  that 
the  term  “flood  prevention”  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  mean  not  only  land  treatment  and 
structures,  such  as  detention  reservoirs,  but 
also  drainage  channels  and  related  improve¬ 
ments  to  remove  excess  water  caused  by 
precipitation  or  overflow  on  flatlands. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Am  I  correct  that 
the  intention  of  the  bill  is  the  same  as 
that  spelled  out  in  the  House  report? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  is. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  With  that  under¬ 
standing  and  with  the  acceptance  of  the 
amendments  of  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska,  which  will  clarify  the  question 
about  the  engineers,  I  am  in  complete 
agreement  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  may  we  have  action  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
McNamara  in  the  chair).  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr]  to  the  committee  amendment. 
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The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  to  the 
committee  amendment  I  submit  the 
amendments  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  In  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  on  page  6,  in  line  19, 
after  the  word  “services”,  it  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  “shall”  and  to  insert  “in 
such  projects  as  to  such  structures  there¬ 
in  providing  for  municipal  or  industrial 
water  supplies,  the  local  organization 
shall,  and  in  such  projects  not  providing 
for  municipal  or  industrial  water  sup¬ 
plies,  the  local  organization  may.” 

In  line  22,  after  the  word  “cost”,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  “of”  and  to  insert 
“it  may  incur  for.” 

And  on  page  7,  in  line  3,  after  the  word 
“organization”,  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
“which  retains  or  employs  a  professional 
engineer  or  engineers  as  aforesaid.” 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendments  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  are  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  up 
the  matter  of  the  employment  of  engi¬ 
neers  on  watershed  projects. 

The  practice  heretofore  obtaining  wrill 
continue  to  obtain,  to  wit,  the  local  or¬ 
ganizations  may  resort  to  the  personnel 
of  the  soil  conservation  districts  for 
their  engineering  services,  both  in  the 
planning  stage  and  in  the  construction 
stage.  When,  however,  the  purpose  of 
any  of  these  structures  goes  beyond  flood 
prevention,  and  includes  the  storage  of 
water  for  municipal  or  for  industrial 
purposes,  then  it  will  be  required  of  the 
local  organization  that  it  retain  private 
engineers  for  the  purpose  of  the  con¬ 
struction  thereof,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
the  original  planning. 

That  is  the  purpose  of  my  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  committee  amendment. 
They  also  provide  that  when  outside  en¬ 
gineers  are  employed,  the  entire  services 
of  the  engineers  shall  be  paid  for  as  a 
part  of  the  Federal  contribution ;  and,  in 
addition,  there  shall  be  an  advance  of 
5  percent  for  that  purpose  to  the  local 
organization. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska  to  the  committee 
amendment  will  be  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  What  percentage  of 
the  engineers’  services  will  be  paid? 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  The  entire  engineer¬ 
ing  services  are  a  part  of  the  Federal 
contribution.  But  when  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  contracts  for  outside  engi¬ 
neering  services,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  is  authorized,  on  application,  to 
advance  to  the  local  organization  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  estimated  construction  cost, 
in  order  to  enable  the  local  organization 
to  get  going  before  it  obtains  funds  of 
its  own. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  en  bloc  to  the 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 


Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment. 

The  amendments  to  the  amendment 
were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  statement 
with  reference  to  the  general  purposes 
of  the  bill,  and  also  the  purposes  of  my 
amendments. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Senator  Hruska 

The  purpose  of  H.  R.  8750  is  to  amend  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  which  became  law  in  1954  (Public  Law 
566,  83d  Cong.). 

The  objectives  of  the  act  are  to  enable 
local  units  of  government  to  carry  out  those 
soil  and  water  management  measures  of  a 
community  nature  which  cannot  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  individual  landowners  or  water 
users.  It  makes  provision  for  help  of  Federal 
departmental  programs  of  educational,  tech¬ 
nical,  and  financial  nature. 

The  areas  covered  by  its  scope  lie  between 
the  land  treatment  measures  by  individual 
landowners  and  the  major  projects  on  our 
Nation’s  main  streams  as  carried  out  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation. 

The  act  deals  with  one  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  basic,  and  one  of  its  most  im¬ 
portant,  programs. 

The  place  and  importance  of  the  watershed 
program  is  readily  seen  by  considering  the 
first  23  months  record  of  the  1954  act.  Be¬ 
tween  August  4,  1954  (when  Public  Law  566 
became  law),  and  July  3,  1956,  the  following 
occurred : 

Forty-eight  States  designated  State  agen¬ 
cies  or  made  other  appropriate  arrangements 
to  handle  review  and  approval  of  applica¬ 
tions  for  assistance  as  made  by  local  organi¬ 
zations. 

Twenty-five  States  enacted  45  separate 
pieces  of  legislation  to  help  implement  this 
law. 

Five  hundred  and  forty-one  State-approved 
applications  for  assistance  were  received  by 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

Several  hundred  additional  applications  are 
being  formulated  or  are  now  before  State 
agencies  for  review. 

Twenty-four  plans  had  been  completed  and 
submitted  to  Congress.  Thirteen  projects 
had  been  placed  in  operation.  Five  of  these 
plans  which  required  resolutions  of  approval 
by  the  Congress,  had  been  reviewed  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate  and  House  Committees. 
Four  additional  plans  were  completed  and  in 
process  of  transmittal  to  the  Congress  and 
four  more  plans  were  under  review  by  other 
Federal  agencies. 

It  is  estimated  that  more  than  50  addi¬ 
tional  plans  will  be  ready  for  submission  to 
the  next  Congress  when  it  convenes  in  Janu¬ 
ary,  1957. 

H.  R.  8750  AMENDMENTS 

Amendments  to  the  1954  act  would  include 
the  following: 

1.  The  act  would,  as  recommended,  permit 
Inclusion  in  watershed  plans  works  of  im¬ 
provements  not  only  for  flood  prevention, 
irrigation,  and  drainage,  but  also  for  non- 
agricultural  purposes  such  as  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supplies,  and  streamflow 
regulation. 

2.  Total  capacity  of  any  single  structure 
that  may  be  included  in  a  watershed  plan 
is  increased  from  5,000  acre-feet  to  25,000 
acre-feet,  but  a  restriction  would  be  retained 
in  the  law  for  a  5,000  acre-foot  flood  deten¬ 
tion  capacity.  This  would  permit  use  of  stor¬ 
age  space  in  the  structures  for  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supplies  over  and  above  the 
5,000  acre-feet. 


3.  The  Federal  Government  would  bear  the 
entire  construction  cost  of  work  of  improve¬ 
ment  insofar  as  flood  prevention  is  con¬ 
cerned;  local  organizations  would  bear  a 
proportionate  share  of  the  costs  of  improve¬ 
ments  for  irrigation,  drainage,  and  other  agri¬ 
cultural  water  management,  and  local  or¬ 
ganizations  would  bear  all  of  the  costs  of 
improvements  other  than  flood  prevention, 
irrigation,  drainage,  and  agricultural  water 
management.  Provision  is  made  for  the 
financing  of  such  costs  to  the  local  organi¬ 
zations. 

4.  The  local  organizations  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  employ  outside  engineers  if  they 
chose  to  do  so,  in  order  to  assist  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  design,  preparation  of  specifications, 
awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of 
construction.  As  to  structures  which  include 
storage  facilities  for  water  or  for  municipal 
or  industrial  water  uses,  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  would  be  required  to  employ  outside 
engineers.  Whenever  outside  engineers 
would  be  retained,  the  cost  of  engineering 
would  be  a  part  of  the  Federal  contribution. 
Provision  is  made  for  advancement  of  en¬ 
gineering  costs  in  the  amount  equal  to  5  per¬ 
cent  of  the  estimated  cost  of  construction. 

5.  Procedures  of  review  by  other  agencies 
and  for  congressional  approval  are  simplified 
and  shortened. 

6.  The  benefits  of  the  amendments  made 

by  H.  R.  8750  would  be  extended  to  the  proj¬ 
ects  heretofore  authorized  under  Public  Law 
566.  1 

COST  SHARING 

One  of  the  basic  changes  in  the  act  as 
amended  has  to  do  with  the  contribution  by 
the  local  organization  toward  the  cost  of 
building  the  works  of  improvement,  or  the 
structures.  Under  Public  Law  566,  the  local 
organization  would  acquire  without  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  land,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way,  and  agreed  also  to  operate 
and  maintain  the  works  of  improvement. 
In  addition,  the  local  organization  would 
assume  a  part  of  the  costs  of  installing  any 
structures  in  accordance  with  determination 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  who  would 
consider  the  anticipated  benefits  from  such 
improvements.  This  local  contribution  will 
be  omitted  in  the  act  as  amended. 

There  were  some  who  disagreed  with  the 
wisdom  of  such  omission.  They  argued  that 
public  acceptance  of  this  program  has  been 
on  the  basis  of  local  undertakings  with  assist¬ 
ance  from  the  Federal  Government  rather 
than  projects  planned  and  built  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  itself. 

There  has  been  willingness  of  local  com¬ 
munities  to  assume  development  and  man¬ 
agement  responsibilities  including  financial 
contributions  for  the  cost  of  the  structures. 
The  requirements  to  participate  in  this  cost 
is  wholesome  and  sound,  it  is  said.  In  fact, 
success  of  the  program  is  said  to  depend  on 
acceptance  by  local  communities  for  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  project  and  for  direct  participa¬ 
tion  in  its  costs.  The  people  must  first  be¬ 
lieve  and  be  convinced  in  their  own  judg¬ 
ment  that  projects  are  of  benefit  to  them¬ 
selves  and  their  communities.  One  of  the 
very  best  tests  in  this  regard  lies  in  their 
willingness  to  assume  the  costs  for  those 
benefits  which  are  direct  and  which  are  iden¬ 
tifiable  with  particular  beneficiaries.  This 
was  the  foundation  for  Public  Law  566  as 
originally  enacted. 

As  administered,  it  has  proved  to  be  equi¬ 
table  and  fair.  Of  the  first  30  projects  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  we 
find  the  following  breakdown  as  to  costs  and 
contributions.  The  first  item  is  this: 


Gross  cost  of  structures _ $21,  993,  0C0 

Cash  cost  of  construction _  13,  825,  000 

Paid  by  local  organizations _  2,  453,  000 


The  amount  contributed  in  cash  by  the 
local  organizations  amounted  to  about  17 
percent  of  the  construction  costs  in  cash  of 
those  structures.  A  breakdown  of  the  en¬ 
tire  local  contributions  would  consist  of  the 
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following:  Cash,  as  Indicated  above,  $3,453,- 
000;  land,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  esti¬ 
mated  present  worth  of  maintenance  and 
operation  and  miscellaneous  costs,  $4,610,000, 
which  is  about  32  percent  of  the  gross  cost 
of  the  structure. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  above  figures  that 
the  cash  contribution  of  local  organizations 
has  been  only  about  10  percent  of  the  gross 
cost  of  the  structures. 

Those  who  contended  for  elimination  of 
cash  contribution  toward  cost  of  structures, 
however,  cited  the  lack  of  uniformity  with 
flood-control  projects  which  are  initiated 
and  constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
The  statute  in  that  connection  does  not  re¬ 
quire  any  cash  contribution  from  the  land- 
owners  within  such  an  area.  It  has  been 
argued,  therefore,  that  the  people  living 
within  flood  projects  which  would  be  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
under  Public  Law  566  should  likewise  be 
exempted  from  any  such  cash  contribution. 
However,  in  the  hearings  before  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee,  there  was  testi¬ 
mony  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  that 
since  1954  when  the  watershed  act  was 
passed,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  required 
contributions  from  the  benefited  landowners 
when  flood-prevention  projects  were  planned 
and  approved.  In  fact,  of  the  local  flood- 
protection  projects  acted  on  favorably  by  the 
Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors 
from  May  1954  to  April  1956,  local  contribu¬ 
tions  totaling  23  percent  of  the  gross  cost 
were  required.  This  compares  favorably 
with  27  percent  required  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  on  the  39  projects  referred  to 
above,  when  the  computation  is  made  on  a 
comparable  basis  with  that  which  was  used 
in  computing  the  23  percent  for  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  While  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  computation  shows  32  percent  for 
local  contribution,  it  included  a  capitaliza¬ 
tion  of  the  costs  of  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  for  a  period  of  50  years,  a  factor  which 
was  not  included  in  the  27  percent  as  com¬ 
puted  on  those  same  30  projects  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers. 

In  other  words,  by  administrative  action, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  also  strove  for  uni¬ 
formity  by  requiring  local  contributions. 

The  national  administration  was  in  favor 
of  the  continuance  of  that  principle  as  sound. 
It  pointed  out  that  the  same  was  accepted 
in  good  grace  and  with  great  willingness  by 
localities;  it  had  a  tendency  to  make  the 
programs  more  efficient  and  successful  be¬ 
cause  localities  would  be  much  more  certain 
of  their  ground  before  venturing  on  such 
projects  if  they  knew  that  they  themselves 
had  a  direct  stake  in  its  success.  Further, 
such  local  contributions  for  direct  and  iden¬ 
tifiable  benefits  is  in  keeping  with  the  spirits 
of  the  act,  to  wit:  That  such  undertakings  be 
local  in  character  with  only  assistance  from 
the  Federal  Government,  rather  than  being 
projects  which  will  be  predominantly  planned 
and  built  by  the  United  States. 

Notwithstanding  all  of  these  reasons  and 
the  position  of  the  administration  thereon, 
the  committee  conformed  with  the  House 
version  of  the  amendment,  and  eliminated 
the  cash  contribution  of  local  organizations 
to  the  cost  of  works  of  improvement  or 
structures. 

ENGINEERING  SERVICES  FOR  WORKS  OF 
IMPROVEMENT 

Engineering  and  technical  services  for  the 
watershed  act  are  in  two  general  classes: 

First,  those  services  including  such  in¬ 
vestigations  and  surveys  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  prepare  plans  for  works  of  improve¬ 
ment.  and  to  make  such  studies  as  may  be 
necessary  to  determine  the  physical  and 
economic  soundness  thereof,  including  a  de¬ 
termination  as  to  ratio  of  benefits  to  costs. 

Second,  design,  preparation  of  specifica¬ 
tions,  awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision 


of  construction  in  connection  with  works  of 
[improvement,  after  the  contract  between 
;the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  local 
'  organization  had  been  made. 

Under  Public  Law  566  as  originally  enact¬ 
ed,  both  classes  of  these  services  were  ren¬ 
dered  by  the  technicians  and  engineers  in  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service. 

The  Senate  committee  originally  decided 
that  since  the  permissible  size  of  the  struc¬ 
tures  was  greatly  increased  (from  5,000  acre- 
feet  to  a  limit  of  25,000  acre-feet)  it  would 
be  desirable  that  the  local  organization  em¬ 
ploy  professional  engineers  for  the  second 
class  of  activity  described  above. 

After  the  bill  was  reported  out  on  this 
basis,  however,  it  was  pointed  out  that  very 
likely  the  number  of  larger  structures  would 
form  only  a  small  percentage  of  all  the 
structures  in  the  plans  contemplated.  There 
seemed  to  be  no  objection  to  requiring  out¬ 
side  professional  engineers  on  those  larger 
projects,  which  included  storage  capacity  for 
municipal  or  industrial  water  uses.  How¬ 
ever,  it  was  strongly  felt  that  as  to  the  other 
structures  which  are  purely  flood  preventive 
in  character  and  the  likes  of  which  have  been 
envisioned  by  Public  Law  566  as  originally 
enacted,  the  technical  and  professional  engi¬ 
neering  services  of  Soil  Conservation  Service 
personnel  should  continue  to  be  used. 

*.  AMENDMENT  REGARDING  ENGINEERS 

Accordingly,  an  amendment  was  proposed 
which  made  it  permissible  for  local  organi¬ 
zations  to  employ  outside  engineers  for  any 
of  the  projects  they  chose.  However,  such 
outside  engineers  would  be  required  only  on 
those  projects  and  as  to  structures  therein 
which  provided  for  storage  of  municipal  or 
industrial  supplies  of  water.  This  was 
deemed  satisfactory  inasmuch  as  if  such 
structures  were  planned  and  built  by  any 
municipality,  it  necessarily  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  employ  competent  professional 
engineering  talent. 

The  amendments  to  Public  Law  566  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  entire  cost  of  engineering 
services  is  borne  as  a  part  of  the  Federal  con¬ 
tribution.  Where  local  organizations  would 
employ  outside  engineers  by  choice  or  by  the 
requirements  set  out  above,  advancements 
would  be  made  to  them  to  pay  for  such 
services,  in  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of 
the  estimated  cost  of  construction. 

While  I  prepared  and  proposed  the  amend¬ 
ment  for  engineering  services  which  dealt  , 
with  this  aspect,  I  want  to  acknowledge  the  ; 
assistance  and  cooperation  of  those  who  | 
served  with  me  on  the  committee,  and  par-  • 
ticularly  Senator  Kerr,  of  Oklahoma,  and 
Senator  Case,  of  South  Dakota.  The  latter, 
who  had  a  great  deal  of  experience  in  this 
field,  was  especially  helpful  in  this  regard. 

It  is  felt  that  by  and  large  the  amend¬ 
ments  proposed  in  H.  R.  8750  will  be  helpful 
to  the  watershed  program.  Perhaps  other 
amendments  may  be  indicated  as  we  gather 
more  experience  and  as  time  passes  on. 
The  very  fine  progress  made  in  the  first 
2  years  of  the  law  shows  bright  hope  for 
continued  advancement  which  will  be 
greatly  accelerated  by  the  adoption  of 
amendments  contained  in  the  pending  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  committee  amendment,  the 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendment  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 


Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  I  heard 
the  colloquy  between  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr] 
regarding  the  drainage  aspects  of  the 
bill,  as  they  might  affect  the  State  of 
Delaware.  I  should  like  to  associate  my¬ 
self  with  the  questions  asked  by  my 
senior  colleague  from  Delaware,  and  I 
should  also  like  to  take  advantage  of 
the  answers  given  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  as  they  affect 
the  State  of  Delaware. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (H.  R.  8750)  was  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  vote  by  which 
House  bill  8750  was  passed  be  reconsid¬ 
ered. 

Mr.  CLEMENTS.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill 
was  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Clements]  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion 
to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment 
to  House  bill  8750,  request  a  conference 
thereon  with  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Chavez, 
Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  Gore,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr. 
Martin  of  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Case  of 
South  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Hruska  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


PAUL  G.  HOFFMAN 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  nomination  of  Paul  G.  Hoffman  to 
be  representative  of  the  United  States  of 
America  to  the  11th  session  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Assembly  of  the  United  Nations. 

Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey.  Mi-.  Presi¬ 
dent - \ 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  does  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  desire  to  speak  on  the 
Hoffman  nomination? 

Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey.  I  do. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  For  how 
long? 

Mr.  CASE  of  New  Jersey.  Approxi¬ 
mately  2  minutes'. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  have  talked  to  Senators  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle,  and  I  understand  that 
no  other  Senator  desires  to  discuss  the 
nomination. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  at  this  time  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Jersey  may 
speak  for  5  minutes;  that  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  his  remarks,  there  be  a  quorum 
call;  that  when  the  quorum  call  is  either 
concluded  or  the  request  for  it  with¬ 
drawn,  the  Senate  immediately  proceed 
to  vote  on  the  Hoffman  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 
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on  the  items  for  this  Department  is  indicated  in  the  attached  table.) 


53*  PERSONNEL,  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H0  R,  7619,  the  executive  pay  increase 
and  civil  service  retirement  bill.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  July  20* 
p.  12602 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S,  2875, 
to  revise  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  (H.  Kept.  285h).  p.  12661 

Thk  Rules  Cornm-^i-tee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of  S,3U8l, 
to  amend S^he  foreign  Service  Act  of  19U6,  so  as  to  increase  the  salaries  and 
provice  ctber  benefits  for  employees  in  the  foreign  Service,  p,  12662 

CTJSTOIIS.  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H,  R.  60l|.0,  to  amend 
certain  administrative  provisions  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  and  to  repeal 
_ obsolete  provisions  of  the  customs  laws  (H.  Kept*  2866)/  p.  1265U 


55*  WATERSHEDS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R*  8750,  to  amend  the  '  atershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  flood  Prevention  Act,  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  July  20. 

p.  12657 


56.  FARM  LOANS,  Received  the\nonf erenow  report  on  H,  R,  ll5bl|,  to  improve  and 

simplify  the  credit  facilities  available  to  farmers,  and  to  amend  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  TheXconference  report  includes  the  folloxri.ng  provisions: 
Eliminates  limitation  on  refinancing  loans  to  part-time  farmers  for  debts  against 
the  real  estate;  authorizes  insurance  of  loans  not  to  exceed  '15,000  for  general 
farm  improvement  on  fa  ms  requiring  no  more  than  three  families;  further  clarif¬ 
ies  eligibility  for  FHA  loans,  byfeliminating  reference  to  prevailing  rates  of 
interest  in  excess  of  5$  as  a  critbrea  for  eligibility;  provides  that  "improve¬ 
ment  or  refinancing  loans  (as  distinguished  from  acquisition  or  enlargement 
loans)  may  be  made  xjith  respect  to  faSns  above  the  "average  value1  level"; 
authorizes  insurance  of  second  mortgage\loans  on  real  estate;  accepts  the 
Senate  formula  for  determining  the  maximum  amount  of  operating  loans;  authorizes 
the  extension  of  production  loans  in  hardship  cases  to  ten  yp?rs  from  date  of 
loan,  without  regard  to  criterea  of  determined  disaster  areas;  and  extends  the 
"economic  disaster"  loan  program  for  two  vr are  and  provides  an  additional 
>50  million  in  loan  funds  (H,  iept,  2869),  p\l2657 

•  FLCOD  INSURANCE*  Began  debate  on  S,  3732,  to  provide  insurance  against  flood 
damage,  pp,  12633,  12637 

58,  WOOL  IMPORTS,  The/ Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendment  K,  R,  12227, 
to  amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Tariff  :ct  of  1930  relative  to  import  duties 
on  wool  (H.  Egpt,  2868),  p,  12662 

59*  LANDS,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  x^itho \t  amendment 
H,  R,  12185,  to  provide  that  xiithdrawals  or  reservations  of  more  than  5,000 
acres  of  public  lands  of  the  U.  S0  for  certain  purposes  shall  not  become 
effective  until  approved  b3r  act  of  Congress  (H.  Kept.  2856),  p,  12661 


60,  HOUSING,  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 

R,  117^2,  to  extend  and  amend  laws  relating  to  the  provision  and  improvement 
housing  and  the  conservation  and  development  of  urban  communities,  p* 12662 
The  "Daily  Digest"  states  the  R  les  Committee  cleared  for  consideration 
H.  R,  12328,  to  extend  and  arienc!  laws  relating  to  the  provision  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  housing  and  the  conservation  and  development  of  urban  communities* 
p.  D856 


6l,  RECLAMATION;  ELECTRIFICATION,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S,  h9 7,  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  Washoe  reclamation  project,  Nev,  anR  Calif,  p,  12603 
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62,  CONTRACTS*  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R,  119h7,  to  amend  and  extend 
the  Renegotiation  ct  of  1951*  This  bill  is  now  readw  for  the  President.  p* 

12603 

63®  TARIFFS*  Passed  as  reported  H,  R,  1225k,  to  extend  until  Larch  1,  1958,  the 
time  in  which  the  Tariff  Commission  is  directed  to  complete  its  studv  and  re¬ 
port  with  respect  to  recommendations  for  simplifying  our  tariff  structure  as 
provided  in  Public  Law  768,  83d  Congress,  p,  12656 


6k,  LEGISLATIVE' PROGRAM*  Rep*  i. cCormack  announced  the  following  program  for  July  23*’ 
27?  uonday,  Consent  Calendar  and  the  following  bills  under  suspension  of  the 
rules  -  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  Army  flood  control  projects  bill.  Federal 
Construction  Contract  Act  relating  to  subcontractors  bill,  migrant  farm  laborers 
transportation  bill,  Foreign  Service  net  amendments  bill.  International  fairs 
and  festivals  bill,  cranberries  marketing  bill.  Great  Plains  conservation  bill, 
and  USDA  point-of-order  bill;  balance  of  the  week  -  civilian  atomic  poxier  bill, 
second  supplemental  appropriat  on  bill,  housing  bill,  power  rates  on  Federal 
projects  bill,  Farwell  reclamation  project  bill,  minimum  wages  in  territories 
and  possessions  bill,  marketing  facilities  loan  insurance  bill,  wool  import 
bill,  and  Fryingpay-Arkansas  reclamation  project  bill;  Thursday  -  Private 
Calendar,  p*  12637 


65,  ADJOURNED  until  Lon,,  July  23®  p.  12661 

SENATE  (con tinue d ) 

66,  APPROPRIATIONS*  S,  Doc,  lh3  includes  the  folloxdLng  items  for  this  Department: 

Acquisition  of  Lands  for  Cache  National  p orest,  ’>50,000,  to  remain  available 
until  expended;  Salaries  and  "Expenses,  Farmers*  Home  Administration,  ' >l,b00,000; 
and  Salaries  and  expenses.  Office  of  the  General  "Counsel,  ’  8 3, 000,  The  latter 
two  items  are  contingent  upon  the  enactment  of  pending  legislation  to  amend 
Titles  I  and  II  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Fa- m  Tenant  Act  which  would  substantially 
broaden  the  authority  for  loans  thereunder* 

ITEHS  IN  APPENDIX  -  July  tl 

67*  SURPLUS  COTE'ODITIT S.  Rep.  Gavins  inserted  a  two  part  newspaper  article  with  an 
editor's  note  explaining  "how  world-wide  commodity  sales  operations  of  surplus 
farm  products  acquired  in  its  agricultural  price -support  programs  gets  Uncle 
°am  foreign  money,-  and  how  he  spends  it  abroad,  pp,  A57b8,  A57U6 

68,  SOIL  BANK,  Rep.  Hill  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  "Five  Hundred  and  Ninety-Two 
Thousand  Five  Hundred  and  Three  meres  Colorado  Land  in  Soil  Bank."  p,  a57U8 


69,  SOCIAL  SECURITY*  Rep.  Cooper  inserted  a  summary  of  the  principal  provisions  of 

the  conference  agreement  on  H,  R.  7225,  the  social  security  amendments  bill, 

p.  A57 55 

70,  STOCKPILING*  Rep,  liulter  inserted  a  newspaper  article,  xvitten  by  Willard 

Rockwell,  a  former  special  assistant  to  Secretary  of  Defense  T ilson,  "Stock¬ 
piling  Opposed —  Government's  Actions  Said  To  Cause  Severe  Loss  To  Small 
Business,"  p,  A5758 

71,  LEGISLATION,  Extension  of  remarks  of  ^.ep.  Tollefson  commenting  on  some  of  the 
bills  passed  by  the  Congress  this  session,  including  national  debt,  appropria¬ 
tions,  revised  farm  nroaram*  p.  A  5759 
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The  bill  was  reported  unanimously  by  J 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  I 
urge  its  adoption  by  the  House. 

(Mr.  REED  of  New  York  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
H.  R.  7643,  introduced  by  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  on  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee,  Mr.  Simpson,  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  amends  the  Internal  Revneue 
Code  of  1954  with  respect  to  the  foreign- 
tax  credit  for  United  Kingdom  income  ! 
tax  paid  with  respect  to  royalties  and  1 
other  like  amounts. 

The  chairman  [Mr.  Cooper]  has  ex¬ 
plained  in  detail  the  provisions  of  the 
bill.  It  was  reported  unanimously  by 
the  committee  and  I  recommend  its 
adoption  by  the  House. 


REDEMPTION  BY  THE  POST  OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CERTAIN  UN¬ 
SOLD  FEDERAL  MIGRATORY-BIRD 
HUNTING  STAMPS 
Mr.  MILLER  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
take  from  the  Speaker’s  desk  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5256)  to  provide  for  the  redemp¬ 
tion  by  the  Post  Office  Department  of 
certain  unsold  Federal  migratory-bird 
hunting  stamps,  to  clarify  the  require¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  the  age  of  hunters 
who  must  possess  Federal  magratory 
hunting  stamps,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  thereto  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  after  line  17,  insert: 

“Sec.  3.  (a)  Hereafter  such  quantity  of 
migratory-bird  hunting  stamps,  not  sold  at 
the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  issued, 
as  determined  by  the  Postmaster  General 
to  be  (1)  required  to  supply  the  market  for 
sale  to  collectors,  and  (2)  in  suitable  condi¬ 
tion  for  such  sale  to  collectors,  shall  be 
turned  over  to  the  Philatelic  Agency  and 
therein  placed  on  sale.  Any  surplus  stock 
of  such  migratory-bird  hunting  stamps  may 
be  destroyed  in  such  manner  as  the  Post¬ 
master  General  shall  direct. 

“(b)  The  fourth  sentence  of  section  2  of 
the  act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended  (48 
Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  718b),  is  hereby 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows:  ‘Such 
stamps  shall  be  usable  as  migratory-bird 
hunting  stamps  only  during  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  issued.’ 

“(c)  The  first  and  second  provisos  in  the 
paragraph  under  the  heading  ‘Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Fund’  in  the  act  of  June  28, 
1941  (55  Stat.  356;  16  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  718i)  are 
hereby  repealed.’  ’’ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia?  /  . 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in.  •  /  > 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  / 


AMENDING  THE  WATERSHED  AND 
PROTECTION  AND  FLOOD  PRE¬ 
VENTION  ACT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 


Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to 
amend  the  watershed  and  protection  and 
flood  prevention  act,  with  Senate 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees :  Messrs.  Cooley,  Poage,  Grant, 
Hope,  and  Augiust  H.  AndriSsen. 


CREDIT  FACILITIES  AVAILABLE  TO 
FARMERS 

Mr.  COOLEY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Albert)  submitted  the  following  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  statement  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  11544)  to  improve  and  simplify 
the  credit  facilities  available  to  farmers, 
to  amend  the  Bankhead -Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  no.  2869) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
11544)  to  improve  and  simplify  the  credit 
facilities  available  to  farmers,  to  amend  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“That  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant 
Act,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  as 
follows : 

“(a)  The  following  sections  of  title  I  of 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  as 
amended,  are  further  amended  as  follows: 

“Section  1  (a)  is  amended  by  striking  from 
the  second  sentence  thereof  the  words  ‘to 
assist  borrowers  under  this  title  in  making 
the’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
‘or  insured  for’  and  by  striking  the  word 
‘their’  preceding  the  words  ‘farming  opera¬ 
tions.’ 

“(b)  Section  1  (b)  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  word  ‘only’  in  the.  first  sentence  the 
words  ‘farm  owners’,  by  striking  the  words 
‘(including  owners  of  inadequate  or  under¬ 
improved  farm  units)’,  and  by  inserting  in 
lieu  of  the  words  ‘the  major  portion’  the 
words  ‘a  substantial  portion’. 

“(c)  Section  1  (c)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows :  ‘No  loan  shall  be  made,  or  mortgage 
insured,  unless  the  farm  is  a  family-type 
unit  of  such  size  as  the  Secretary  determines 
to  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  family  to  carry 
on  successful  farming  of  a  type  which  the 
Secretary  deems  can  be  carried  on  success¬ 
fully  in  the  locality  in  which  the  farm  is 
situated:  Provided,  however,  That — 

“‘(1)  loans  may  be  made  to  veterans  or 
mortgages  insured  for  veterans,  as  defined 
in  section  1  (b)  (2)  hereof,  who  have  pen¬ 
sionable  disabilities,  with  respect  to  farm 
units  of  sufficient  size  to  meet  the  farming 
capabilities  of  such  veterans  and  afford  them 
income  which,  together  with  their  pensions, 
will  enable  them  to  meet  living  and  operat¬ 
ing  expenses  and  the  amounts  to  become 
due  on  their  loans;  and 

“  ‘(2)  loans  may  be  made  or  mortgages  in¬ 
sured  to  owner-operators  who  are  bona  fide 
I  farmers  who  have  historically  resided  on 


farms  and  depended  on  farm  income  for 
their  livelihood,  and  who  are  conducting 
substantial  farming  operations  on  units 
which  are  less  than  family-type  units,  to  re¬ 
pair  or  improve  such  .farm  units,  and  to 
refinance  indebtedness  of  the  owner  in¬ 
curred  for  agricultural  purposes,  if  such 
farms  are  of  sufficient  size  to  produce  income 
which,  together  with  income  from  other 
sources,  will  enable  them  to  meet  living  and 
operating  expenses  and  the  amounts  to  be¬ 
come  due  on  their  loans;  and 

‘‘‘(3)  loans  in  amounts  not  exceeding 
$15,000  per  farm  for  the  construction,  im¬ 
provement,  repair,  or  replacement  of  farm 
dwellings  and  other  farm  buildings  on  farms 
the  operation  of  which  require  no  more  than 
three  farm  families  or  three  farm  dwellings 
may  be  insured  under  this  act.’ 

“(d)  The  second  sentence  of  section  2  (b) 
is  amended  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  and  inserting  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  ‘except  that,  for  loans  under  either 
part  of  the  proviso  in  section  1  (c)  of  this 
title,  the  certification  shall  be  based  on  the 
normal  market  value  of  the  farm.’ 

“(e)  Section  3  (a)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  3.  (a)  Loans  made  under  this  title 
shall  not  be  in  excess  of  the  amount  certified 
by  the  county  committee  to  be  the  value  of 
the  farm  less  any  prior  lien  indebtedness, 
and  shall  be  secured  by  a  first  or  second 
mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  on  the  farm. 
Loans  may  not  be  made  for  the  acquisition 
or  enlargement  of  farms  which  have  a  value, 
as  acquired  or  enlarged,  in  excess  of  the 
average  value  of  efficient  family-type  farm- 
management  units,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  in  the  county,  parish,  or  locality 
where  the  farm  is  located.’ 

“(f)  Section  12  (b)  is  amended  by  striking 
the  figure  ‘$100,000,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  ‘$125,000,000.’ 

“(g)  Section  12  (e)  is  amended  by  striking 
from  the  last  sentence  of  item  (2)  the  words 
‘to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  re¬ 
lating  to  mortgage  insurance’  and  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  ‘of  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration  and  may  be  transferred 
annually  to  that  administrative  expense  ac¬ 
count  and  become  merged  therewith.’ 

“(h)  Section  16  (a)  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  in  the  first  sentence  thereof  before  the 
word  ‘mortgages’  the  words  ‘or  second’  and 
by  adding  the  following  sentence  at  the  end 
of  said  subsection :  ‘Loans  insured  under  this 
section  shall  not  be  in  excess  of  90  per 
centum  of  the  amount  certified  by  the  county 
committee  to  be  the  value  of  the  farm,  less 
any  prior  lien  indebetedness.’ 

“(1)  The  following  new  section  17  is  added: 
“  ‘Sec.  17.  Until  June  30,  1959,  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  loans  may  be  made  or  in¬ 
sured  under  this  title  shall  include  the  ad¬ 
vance  of  funds  for  refinancing  secured  or 
unsecured  indebtedness  of  eligible  farmers 
on  farms  of  not  more  than  family  size  who 
are  presently  unable'  to  ifieet  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  their  outstanding  indebtedness 
and  are  unable  to  refinance  such  debts  with 
commercial  banks,  cooperative  lending  agen¬ 
cies,  or  other  responsible  credit  sources  at 
rates  and  terms  which  they  could  reasonably 
be  expected  to  fulfill.  No  such  loans  shall 
be  made  to  an  applicant  whose  total  indebt¬ 
edness  is  in  excess  of  the  amount  certified 
by  the  county  committee  to  be  the  value  of 
the  real  estate  and  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  applicant’s  livestock  and  farm  equip¬ 
ment,  unless  the  aggregate  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  indebtedness  shall  be  adjusted  so  as  to 
be  within  such  values.  The  total  amount  of 
loans  insured  in  any  one  fiscal  year  under 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  $50,000,000.’ 
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“Sec.  2.  Title  II  of  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Farm  Tenant  Act,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  by  striking  the  words  ‘Production 
and  Subsistence  Loans’  in  the  title  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  ‘Operating 
Loans’,  and  by  the  amendment  of  section  21 
to  read  as  follows: 

“‘Sec.  21.  (a)  The  Secretary  may  make 
loans  to  farmers  and  stockmen  who  are  op¬ 
erators  of  family-type  farms  and  who  are 
citizens  of  the  United  States  for  the  purchase 
of  livestock,  seed,  feed,  fertilizer,  farm  equip¬ 
ment,  supplies,  and  other  farm  needs,  the 
cost  of  reorganizing  the  farming  enterprise 
or  changing  farming  practices  to  accomplish 
more  diversified  or  more  profitable  farming 
operations,  the  refinancing  of  existing  in¬ 
debtedness,  and  for  family  subsistence:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  loans  may  be  made  to 
operators  who  are  bona  fide  farmers  who 
have  historically  resided  on  farms  and  de¬ 
pended  on  farm  income  for  their  livelihood, 
and  who  are  conducting  substantial  farming 
operations  on  units  which  are  less  than 
family-type  units,  if  the  units  are  of  suffi¬ 
cient  size  to  produce  income  which,  to¬ 
gether  with  income  from  other  sources,  in¬ 
cluding  pensions  in  the  case  of  disabled  vet¬ 
erans,  will  enable  them  to  meet  living  and 
operating  expenses  and  the  amounts  due  on 
their  loans. 

"‘(b)  No  loan  shall  be  made  under  this 
section  for  the  purchase  or  leasing  of  land  or 
for  the  carrying  on  of  any  land-purchase  or 
land-leasing  program.  No  loan  may  be  made 
to  any  one  borrower  under  this  section  which 
would  cause  the  total  principal  amount  out¬ 
standing  to  exceed  $10,000:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  an  amount  not  to  exceed  10  per 
centum  of  the  sum  made  available  by  annual 
appropriation  for  loans  under  this  title  may 
be  used  for  making  loans  to  borrowers,  which 
would  cause  such  indebtedness  to  exceed 
$10,000  but  in  no  event  may  any  loan  be 
made  which  would  cause  such  indebtedness 
to  exceed  $20,000. 

“‘(c)  The  terms  of  loans  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  including  any  renewal  or  extension  of 
any  such  loan  except  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (d)  hereof,  shall  not  exceed  seven 
years  from  the  date  the  original  loan  was 
made. 

“‘(d)  No  person  who  has  failed  to  liqui¬ 
date  his  indebtedness  under  this  section  for 
seven  consecutive  years  shall  be  eligible  for 
loans  hereunder:  Provided,  however,  That  in 
justifiable  cases  where  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  inability  of  a  borrower  to  repay  his 
indebtedness  under  this  section  within  seven 
years  is  due  to  causes  beyond  the  control 
of  the  borrower,  the  Secretary  may  extend 
or  renew  such  loans  to  be  repayable  in  not 
to  exceed  ten  years  from  the  date  the  orig¬ 
inal  loan  was  made,  and  during  such  ex¬ 
tended  term  may  make  additional  loans  to 
such  persons,  if  necessary.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Except  insofar  as  they  affect  title 

III  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  the  following  sections  of  title 

IV  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act, 
as  amended,  are  further  amended  as  follows: 

“(a)  Section  41  (g)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  '(g)  Compromise,  adjust,  or  reduce  claims 
and  adjust  and  modify  the  terms  of  mort¬ 
gages,  leases,  contracts,  and  agreements  en¬ 
tered  into  or  administered  by  the  Farmers’ 
Home  Administration  under  any  of  its  pro¬ 
grams,  as  circumstances  may  require:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  compromise  adjustment,  or  reduc¬ 
tion  of  claims  of  $15,000  or  more  must  be 
effected  by  reference  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  or  to  the  Attorney  General  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  3469  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  statutes  (31  U.  S.  C.  194); 

“  ‘(2)  compromise,  adjustment,  or  reduc¬ 
tion' of  claims  shall  be  based  on  a  reasonable 
determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the 


debtor’s  ability  to  pay  and  the  value  of  the 
security  and  with  or  without  the  payment 
of  any  consideration  at  the  time  of  such 
adjustment  or  reduction; 

“  ‘(3).  releases  from  personal  liability  may 
also  be  made  with  or  without  the  payment 
of  any  consideration  at  the  time  of  adjust¬ 
ment  of  claims  against — 

‘“(A)  borrowers  who  have  transferred  the 
security  property  to  other  approved  appli¬ 
cants  under  agreements  assuming  the  out¬ 
standing  secured  indebtedness;  and 

“‘(B)  borrowers  who  have  transferred 
their  farms  to  other  approyed  applicants 
under  agreements  assuming  that  portion  of 
their  outstanding  indebtedness  against  the 
farm  which  is  equal  to  the  value  of  the  farm 
at  the  time  of  the  transfer,  and  borrowers 
whose  farms  have  been  acquired  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  in  cases  where  the  county  committees 
certify  and  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  borrowers  have  cooperated  in  good  faith 
with  the  Secretary,  have  farmed  in  a  work¬ 
manlike  manner,  used  due  diligence  to  main¬ 
tain  the  security  against  loss,  and  otherwise 
fulfilled  the  covenants  incident  to  their  loans, 
to  the  best  of  their  abilities; 

“‘(4)  no  compromise,  adjustment,  or  re¬ 
duction  of  claims  shall  be  made  upon  terms 
more  favorable  than  recommended  by  the 
appropriate  county  committee  established 
pursuant  to  section  42  of  this  Act;  and 

“‘(5)  any  claim  which  has  been  due  and 
payable  for  5  years  or  more,  and  where  the 
debtor  has  no  assets  from  which  the  claim 
could  be  collected  and  has  no  apparent  fu¬ 
ture  debt  payment  ability,  or  is  deceased  and 
has  left  no  estate,  or  has  been  absent  from 
his  last  known  address  for  a  period  of  at 
least  5  years,  has  no  known  assets,  and  his 
whereabouts  cannot  be  ascertained  with¬ 
out  undue  expense,  may  be  charged  off  or  re¬ 
leased  by  the  Secretary  upon  a  report  and 
favorable  recommendation  of  the  employee 
of  the  Administration  having  charge  of  the 
claim:  Provided,  however,  That  claims  in¬ 
volving  a  principal  balance  of  $150  or  less 
may  be  charged  off  or  released  whenever  it 
appears  to  the  Secretary  that  further  col¬ 
lection  efforts  would  be  ineffectual  or  like¬ 
ly  to  prove  uneconomical.’ 

“(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  42  (a) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  word 
‘county’  in  each  of  three  places  the  words 
‘or  area’. 

“(c)  Section  43  (d)  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  the  words  ‘as  family-size  farms’. 

“(d)  Section  51  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  51.  Tie  Secretary  is  authorized  and 
empowered  to  make  advances  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  security  for,  or  the  lien  or 
priority  of  the  lien  securing,  any  loan  or 
other  ’indebtedness  owing  to,  insured  by  or 
acquired  by  the  Secretary  under  any  pro¬ 
grams  administered  by  the  Farmers’  Home 
Administration;  to  bid  for  and  purchase  at 
any  foreclosure  or  other  sale  or  otherwise 
acquire  property  pledged,  mortgaged,  con¬ 
veyed,  attached,  or  levied  upon  to  secure 
the  payment  of  any  such  indebtedness;  to 
accept  title  to  any  property  so  purchased 
or  acquired;  to  operate  for  a  period  not  in 
excess  of  1  year  from  the  date  of  acquisition, 
or  lease  such  property  for  such  period  as 
may  be  deemed  necessary  to  protect  the  in¬ 
vestment  therein;  to  sell  or  grant  rights-of- 
way  or  easements  over  such  property;  and 
to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  such  property 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  provisions 
of  section  43  of  this  Act.  Any  advances  or 
expenditures  under  this  section  with  respect 
to  any  insured  loan  or  insured  mortgage 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  mortgage  insurance 
fund.’ 

“Sec.  4.  Section  1  of  the  Act  of  August  31, 
1954,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  999;  69  Stat.  223), 
is  further  amended  by  striking  the  figures 
‘1957’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fig¬ 
ures  ‘1959’  and  by  striking  the  figures  ‘$15 
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million’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘$65 
million’.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

G.  M.  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11544)  to  improve 
and  simplify  the  credit  facilities  available  to 
farmers,  to  amend  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm 
Tenant  Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report : 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  of  the  House  bill  and 
inserted  language  differing  from  that  adopted  f 
by  the  House  in  a  number  of  respects.  The 
conferees  have  agreed  upon  a  substitute 
amendment  which  in  most  respects  is  identi¬ 
cal  with  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House. 
Following  are  the  major  differences  between 
the  House  bill  and  the  substitute  amend¬ 
ment  recommended  herewith  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Conference: 

LOANS  TO  PART-TIME  FARMERS 

The  definition  of  a  part-time  farmer  ap¬ 
pearing  in  section  1  (c)  and  also  in  section  2 
of  the  bill,  is  almost  the  same  as  that  adopted 
by  the  House.  Eliminated  from  the  defini¬ 
tion  is  language  inserted  by  the  Senate  which 
would  have  limited  refinancing  loans  to  part- 
time  farmers  to  debts  against  the  real  estate 
and  makes  it  clear  that  such  loans  may  cover 
refinancing  of  any  indebtedness  for  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes,  including  those  secured 
both  by  real  estate  and  chattel  mortgages. 

LOANS  FOR  TENANT  HOUSE  CONSTRUCTION  AND 
REPAIR 

The  conferees  accepted  a  Senate  provision 
authorizing  insurance  of  loans  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $15,000  for  the  construction,  improve¬ 
ment,  repair,  or  replacement  of  farm  dwell¬ 
ings  and  other  farm  buildings  on  farms,  the 
operation  of  which  require  no  more  than 
three  farm  families  or  three  farm  dwellings. 

5 -PERCENT  INTEREST  RATE 

Eliminated  from  the  conference  bill  is  a 
Senate  provision  which  would  have  stricken 
from  the  existing  language  of  the  act  refer¬ 
ence  to  prevailing  rates  of  interest  in  excess 
of  5  percent  as  one  of  the  qualifications  for 
eligibility  for  an  FHA  loan.  The  conferees 
retained  the  House  language,  which  retains 
that  provision  in  existing  law,  but  they  point 
out  that  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  act 
being  amended  nor  of  the  conferees  to  use 
the  facilities  of  the  Farmers  Home  Adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  financing  of  well-to-do  farm¬ 
ers  who  should  be  able  to  obtain  adequate 
credit  from  other  sources  and  that  the  refer¬ 
ence  to  payment  of  prevailing  interest  in 
excess  of  5  percent  in  the  act  is  only  one  of 
the  qualifications  established  in  the  act  for 
eligibility  for  an  FHA  loan. 

“average  value”  criterion 

The  Senate  amendment  (sec.  1  (e))  would 
have  eliminated  from  existing  law  the  pro¬ 
vision  that  FHA  loans  may  not  be  made  for 
the  acquisition  or  enlargement  of  farms 
which  have  a  value  in  excess  of  the  average 
value  of  efficient  family-type  farms  in  the 
county.  The  conference  amendment  will 
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lic&tising  requirements  on  Federal  lands  not  subject  to  such  laws.  p,  12783 

passed  without  amendment  S.  3^58,  to  grant  leaves  of  absence  to  homestead 
entrym&n  and  to  permit  suspension  of  cultivation  and  improvement  operations  on 
homestead  and  desert  land  entries.  This  bill  is  now  readv  for  the  President, 
p.  1278U 

32,  HATER  SUPPLYX  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  S.  23 7k,  to, authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  enter  into  contracts  to  furnish  water  for  municipal 
water  supplies  from  flood  control  and  river  and  harbor  projects,/  p.  1277k 


33.  FLCOri  C01TTR0L. 


?ed,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  H,  R,  IgOdO,  to  authorize 


the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  publij 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  and  Army  flood  control  orojecl 


works  on  rivers 

p.  12812 


3iw  WATERSHEDS,  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  (but  did  not  actually  file  a 
report)  on  H.  R,  8750,  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act,  p,  r869 


%  MIRING,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee' ordered  reported  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S,  39kl,  relating  to  certain  mfajing  claims  which  were  eligible 
for  validation  under  the  act  of  \ugust  12,  1953,  but  which  were  not  validated 
solely  because  of  the  failure  of  the  owners  t,b  take  certain  action  to  protect 
their  claims  within  the  prescribed  period,  p.  D868 

36,  GRAIN  STANDARDS,  Passed  without  amendment'  s.  II4OO,  to  protect  the  integrity  of 

grade  certificates  under  the  U.  S.  Grj ill  Standards  Act  by  providing  penalties 
for  persons  who  knowingly  sample  grain  improperly  and  for  persons  who  knowingly 
load  or  otherwise  handle  grain  deceptively 'for  inspection  under  the  Act,  This 
bill  is  now  ready  for  the  President,  p.  12785 

\ 

37.  CROP  INSURANCE,  At  the  request  of  Rep,  Byrnes,  passed  over  H,  R*  5275,  to 

authorize  FCIC  to  provide  reinsurance  on  any  crop  or  plantation  insurance  pro¬ 
vided  in  Puerto  Rico  by  a  duly-authorized  agency  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 


Rico,  p,  1279U 


.) 


\ 


of  certain  drought  damaged  acreage  up  to  30  days  prior  tov .harvest. 


SOIL  BANK,  Reps,  Iason  and  Anderson  objected  to  the  consideration  of  H.  R»  11958, 
to  amend  the  acreage  reserve  provisions  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act  to  permit  inclueion 

p.  1279U 

39,  GREAT  PLAINS,  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  11833,  to  amend- the  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  and  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  to 
provide  for  a  Great  Plains  conservation  program.  Prior  to  this,. action,  at  the 
request  of  Rep,  Aspinall,  the  blouse  had  passed  over  the  bill  during  the  call  of 
the  Consent  Calendar,  pp.  12805,  12872 

iiO,  CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACTS.  Rejected  S.  to  prescribe  policy  and  procedure  in 

connection  with  construction  contracts  made  by  executive  agencies.  Although- 
2ii5  voted  in  favor  of  the  bill  and  lU5  against,  a  two-thirds  majority  was  requir¬ 
ed  since  the  bill  was  considered  on  a  motion  to  suspend  the  rules,  p.  12839 

LABOR,  Passed  as  reported  S.  3391,  to  provide  reasonable  requirements  regard- 
g  comfort,  safety,  etc.,  of  the  interstate  transportation  of  migrant  farm 

p.  12853 

r 

TRADE  FAIRS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3116,  to  provide  for  the  promotion  and 
strengthening  of  international  relations  through  cultural  and  athletic  exchanges 


-fi¬ 


nd  participation  in  international  fairs  and  festivals#  p.  12861 


/ 


TTCOCvIIIPORTS#  Rejected  H#  R.  12227,  to  amend  certain  provisions  of  the.  Tariff 
Act  of  1930  relative  to  import  duties  on  wool.  Although  216  voted  for  the  bill 
and  123  against,  a  two-thirds  majority  was  reouired  since  the  bill  was  consider¬ 
ed  under  suspension  of  the  rules#  p#  1287b 


bb# 


b5. 


/ 

TOBACCO#  The  vays  and  Means  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  H.  R»  1211b,  to  provide  for  the  refund  or  credit  of  internal  revenue 
taxes  paid  oit  payable  with  respect  to  alcohol  and  tobacco  products  destroyed 
or  rendered  unmarketable  as  a  consequence  of*” a  major  disaster#  p#  P869 

-s  ’  f 

ATOMIC  ENERGY#  At , the  request  of  Rep.  Cunningham,  passed  over  H#  R#  97b3,  to 
encourage  maximum  development  of  atomic  energy  reactors-  for  the  generation  of 
low  cost  electric  power  and  the  production,  utilization,  and  treatment  of 
special  nuclear  and  other  materials,  p.  1277!? 


U6. 

b7. 


CORDS,  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Cunningham,  passed  over  S#  236b*  to  further 


clarify  GSA’s  jurisdiction  over  records1  disposition,  p#  12773 


c 


VETERANS’  BENEFITS;  FARM  L0Al\TS#  Agreed  to  the- Senate  amendments  to  H,  R#  9260, 
to  extend  the  provisions  of  title  III  of  the  Servicemen1 s  Readjustment  Act  of 
19bb  for  1  year  until  July  25,  1958#  This  bill  is  now  ready  for  the  President# 

p.  12880  \  / 


b8, 


SOCIAL  SECURITY#  Rep.  Philbin  supported  the  proposed  changes  to  the  Social 
Security  Act  providing  clarifications  and  extensions  of  benefits  under  the  Act# 

p.  12885 


b9. 


ms  and 


PERSONNEL#  At  the  request  of  Rep,  Cunningham,  passed  over  H.  R#  Il5l5,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  payment  of  travel  and  transportation  cost  for  persons  selected  for 
appointment  to  certain  positions  in  the  U.  S#\and  Alaska,  p#  12785 

Passed  as  reported  S,  3b8l,  to  increase  the  salaries  and  provide  other 
benefits  for  employees  in  the  Foreign  Service,  p.  1285b 


50. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep#  McCormack  announced  that  the  Consent  Calendar  would 
be  called  on  Thurs#  and  that  the  cranberries  marketing  bill  would  be  considered 
later  in  the  -week.  pp.  12807,  1288*6 


51* 


SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1957.  as  reported  (see  Digest  12b),  this 
bill,  H.  R.  12350,  includes  the  following  items:  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  vaj> 
ious  amounts,  including  funds  for  the  power  reactor  development  program;  South¬ 
eastern  Power  Administration,  *500,CC0;  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  ;2,500,CC0# 


A 


Electrification#  The  committee  report  includes  the  following  discussion  under 


the  atomic /energy  items: 

"Funds  for  the  reactor  program  have  been  increased  by  ;b0,000)0C0#  This 
Rb0,0C0,000  and  the  >10,000,000  in  the  budget  estimate###  together  with  the 
-15,000,000  in  the  budget  estimate.##  will  make  a  total  of  ‘>65,000,000  available 
for  acceleration  of  the  power  reactor  program#"  S 

"The  Committee  has  been  deeply  disturbed  for  a  considerable  period  of  time 
over  the  lack  of  progress  in  developing  atomic  electric  power# •# 

"Much  has  been  said  and  written  pn  the  subject  of  the  plentiful  resources 
of  the  United  States#  However,  there  has  not  been  adequate  recognition  giveh 
to  the  conclusive  fact  that  these  resources  are  not  inexhaustible  and  that  they 
must  be  conserved#  The  need  for  conservation  of  these  natural  resources  is  the-' 
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of  pertain  lands  or  interests  therein  to  the  former  owners 
thereof ; 

S.  2693  (amended),  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  adting  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  to  under¬ 
take  certafq  public  works  and  grant  compensation  for 
certain  property  damages  as  result  of  construction  of 
the  Oahe,  Gafins  Point,  and  Fort  Randall  Dams  and 
Reservoir  projects,  Missouri  River;  and 

S.  3881,  authorizing  the  demolition  and  removal  of 
certain  greenhouses-  and  other  structures  on  square  576 
west  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  and  the  construction  of 
other  facilities  in  place  thereof,  at  the  Botanic  Garden 
Nursery. 

The  committee  also  adopted  8  flood  control  review 
resolutions  and  approved  8  lease  purchase  projects. 

WAYS  AND  MEANS  MISCELLANY 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means:  In  executive  session 
ordered  favorably  reported  to  the  House  the  following 
bills: 

H.  R.  11834, t0  amend  section  2055  (b)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  with  respect  to  a  charitable  deduc¬ 
tion  for  certain  bequests  subject  to  a  power  of  appoint¬ 
ment; 

H.  R.  1 1747,  to  amend  section  223  of  the  Revenue  Act 
of  1950  relating  to  the  use  of  corporate  property  by  a 
shareholder  for  purposes  of  determining  personal  hold¬ 
ing  company  income; 

H.  R.  12114  (amended),  to  provide  for  the  refund  or 
credit  of  internal  revenue  taxes  paid  or  payable  with 
respect  to  alcohol  and  tobacco  products  destroyed  or 
rendered  unmarketable  as  a  consequence  of  a  major 
disaster; 

H.  R.  1 1035  (amended),  to  provide  for  the  duty-free 
entry  of  mosaics  designed  for  the  use  of  any  corporation 
or  association  organized  and  operated  exclusively  for 
religious  purposse; 

H.  R.  10923,  to  provide  a  percentage  depletion  allow¬ 
ance  to  taxpayers  who  remove  sand  and  gravel  from 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States; 

H.  R.  9969  (amended),  to  permit  die  readjustment 
tax  in  the  case  of  certain  amounts  received  for  breach 
of  contract  so  as  to  permit  the  spread  of  damages  over 
the  taxable  years  covered  by  the  period  in  which  the 
amount  would  have  been  received  if  the  breach  had  not 
occurred; 

H.  R.  12152  (amended),  providing  for  the  allowance 
of  the  additional  10  percent  charitable  contribution  by 
individuals  to  medical  research  organizations  directly 
engaged  in  the  conduct  of  medical  research  in  conjunc¬ 
tion/with  a  hospital; 

/H.  R.  8905,  to  exempt  from  the  manufacturer’s  excise 
/tax  on  phonograph  records  those  records  retailing  at 
25  cents  or  less; 


H.  R.  10957,  providing  for  the  free  entry  of  certain 
stained  glass  imported  for  use  in  the  construction  of  a 
new  sanctuary  and  auxiliary  buildings  for  the  First 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Stamford,  Conn.; 

The  committee  also  considered  H.  R.  4847,  providing 
for  the  proration  of  the  percentage  depletion  allowance 
amendments  of  1954  code  for  fiscal  year  taxpayers. 
This  legislation  was  referred  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
Internal  Revenue  Taxation  for  study  and  report  to  the 
full  committee. 

The  committee  adjourned  subject  to  the  call  of  the 
Chair. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

AGREEMENT  FOR  COOPERATION 

]oint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy:  Committee  held 
an  executive  session  to  discuss  the  latest  amendment  to 
the  agreement  for  cooperation  with  Great  Britain. 
Witnesses  participating  in  this  meeting  were  AEC 
Chairman  Lewis  L.  Strauss,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
for  European  Affairs  C.  Burke  Elbrick,  and  Assistant  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  Herbert  B.  Loper. 

Committee  discussed,  but  took  no  action  on,  H.  R. 
12234,  to  amend  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954  with 
respect  to  the  transfer  of  restricted  data  for  military 
purposes. 

GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  MATTERS 

Joint  Committee  on  Printing:  Committee  met  in  execu¬ 
tive  session,  after  which  it  announced  that  it  had:  (1) 
Approved  government  printing  and  binding  regulations 
for  fiscal  year  1957,  (2)  voted  to  sustain  the  Public 
Printer’s  offer  on  wage  increases  to  bookbinders  and 
pressmen,  and  (3)  approved  awards  for  paper  for  the 
next  quarter  (August  through  October)  for  $4,683,497, 
and  awards  for  envelopes  for  the  next  6  months  (August 
tlfrough  January)  for  $186,511. 

D.  C.  BRIDGE 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate 
and  House-passed  versions  of  S.  2568,  to  amend  act  au¬ 
thorizing  construction  of  Potomac  River  bridge  to  be 
known  as  Theodore  Roosevelt  Bridge. 

WATERSHED  PROTECTION 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  8750,  to  amend  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 
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EXECUTIVES’  PAY 

Conferees  met  in  executive  session  to  resolve  the  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions 
of  H.  R.  7619,  to  adjust  the  rates  of  compensation  of 
heads  of  executive  departments  and  of  certain  other 
Federal  officials,  but  did  not  conclude  their  work  and 
will  meet  again  tomorrow. 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JULY  24 

( All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated) 

Senate 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  executive,  on  S.  Res.  298, 
opposing  discrimination  against  American  citizens  by  foreign 
nations,  10  a.  m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Internal  Security  Subcommittee, 
to  hear  Jerome  D.  Fenton,  Director  of  Office  of  Personnel  Secu¬ 
rity  Policy,  Defense  Department,  on  the  policy,  practices,  and 
procedures  of  the  Department  of  Industrial  Security,  with  par¬ 
ticular  emphasis  on  foreign  ownership  and  control,  11  a.  m., 
318  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on 
Public  Works  and  Resources  on  Federal  power  program.  Alex 
Radin,  American  Public  Power  Association,  and  Clay  Cochran, 
National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association,  will  be  heard, 
10  a.  m.,  F-16  (first  floor),  Capitol  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Legal  and  Monetary  Affairs,  executive,  8:30 
a.  m.,  1537  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Transportation  and  Communications  on  air  space  utiliza¬ 
tion  and  Grand  Canyon  airplane  accident.  Representatives  of 
CAA,  CAB,  Weather  Bureau,  and  airlines  will  be  heard,  10 
a.  m.,  1334  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  in  public  hear¬ 
ing  on  proposal  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  lease  portion  of 
the  Kenai  National  Moose  Range,  Alaska,  to  be  followed  by 


Conferees  met  in  executive  session  to  resolve  the  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions 
of  H.  R.  10947,  to  designate  the  highway  bridge  over 
the  Potomac  River  at  14th  Street  in  the  D.  C.  as 
Rochambeau  Memorial  Bridge,  but  did  not  conclude 
their  work  and  recessed  subject  to  call. 


executive  session  to  consider  report  of  Special  Freight  Forwarders 
Subcommittee,  9:30  a.  m.,  219  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Subcomittee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  on  pending  bills,  10  a.  m.,  1302  New  House  Office 
Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Roads,  executive,  10:30  a.  m.,  1435  New 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Rules,  executive  session,  to  consider  granting 
of  a  rule  on  S.  256,  to  eliminate  cumulative  voting  of  shares  of 
stock  in  the  election  of  directors  of  national  banking  associa¬ 
tions  unless  provided  for  in  the  articles  of  association;  S.  3338, 
relating  to  rates  charged  to  public  bodies  and  cooperatives  for 
electric  power  generated  at  Federal  projects;  and  H.  R.  12350, 
second  supplemental  appropriation  bilk,  10:30  a.  m.,  G-12 
Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  executive  session,  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Customs,  Tariffs,  and  Reciprocal  Trade,  2  p.  m.,  P-15 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  room,  Capitol  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Excise  Tax  Technical  and  Administrative 
Problems,  executive  session,  3  p.  m.,  P-15  Ways  and  Means 
Comittee  room,  Capitol  Building. 

Joint  Committees 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy,  Subcommittee  on  Raw 
Materials,  executive,  to  consider  uranium  ore  procurement  and 
milling  programs,  to  hear  Jesse  C.  Johnson  of  the  AEC,  10  a.  m., 
room  F-88,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  H.  R.  7619,  executives’  pay  bill,  2:30 
p.  m.,  room  P-38,  Capitol. 

Conferees,  executive,  for  final  review  of  report  on  H.  R.  7225, 
social  security  amendments,  n  a.  m.,  ro.om  P-15,  Capitol. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  CCC  borrowing  bill.  House 
received  conference  reports  on  watershed  and  Public  Law  U80  bills.  Senate  passed 
mutual  security  appropriation  bill.  Senate  concurred  in  House  amendments  to  bill  to 
authorize  USDA-State  exchange  of  employees.  House  recommitted  civilian  atomic  power 
bill.  House  committee  submitted  reports  on  surplus  donations  in  Ill.  and  experts 
and  consultants.  Rep,  Wilson,  Ind,,  commended  ACP.  Sen.  Aiken  inserted  USDA  and 
BB  reports  on  watershed  bill.  Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  administration  "attitude” 
toward  farmer 0 


/ 


/ 


HOUSE 


1.  ELECTRIFICATION;  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  By  a  203-191  vote,  agreed  to  a  motion  by  Rep. 

Van  Zandt  to  recommit  H.  R.  12061,  to  provide  for  a  civilian  atomic  power 
acceleration  program,  p.  12996 

2.  SECOND  SUPPLE!® NT AL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1957.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill, 

H.  R.  12350.  The  civilian  atomic  power  item  was  stricken  on  a  point  of  order 
(a  by  Rep.  Cannon,  p.  13040 


[CULTURAL  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Wilson,  Ind.,  commended  this  program 
said  he  is  glad  USDA  officials  "have  changed  their  attitude .. .and  are  push¬ 
ing  ahead”  on  the  program,  p.  13043 

FORESTRY;  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Dingell  spoke  on  "give  aways"  and  mentioned  the 
A1  Sarena  mine  case,  the  grazing  bill,  and  the  Dixon-Yates  contract,  p.  13053 
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\ 
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SURPLUS  COMMODITIES 5  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  submitted/ 
investigation  reports  on  distribution  cost  of  surplus  cormodities  donated  to 
Schools  and  institutions  in  Ill.  (H.  Rept.  2893)  and  employment  and  utilization 
of  experts  and  consultants  (H.  Rept.  2894) •  p.  13060 


6.  AIR  POLLUTION.  The  Small  Business  Committee  submitted  a  report  on  air  pollution 


problems  (]H.  Rept.  2895).  p»  13C6o 


7.  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
S.  3338,  relating  to  rates  charged  to  public  bodies  and  cooperatives  for  elec¬ 
tric  power  generated  at  Federal  projects.  pc.  13060 


V 


/ 


8< 


FORESTRY.  The  conferees  agreed  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  on  H«  R. 
5712,  to  provide  that  the  U.  S.  hold  in  trust  for  the  Pueblos  of  Zia  and  Jemez 
a  part  of  the  Ojo  del  Espiritu  Santo  Grant  and  a  small  area  of  public  domain 
adjacent  thereto,  p.  D876 


/ 


9, 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3903, 
to  increase  from  ^1.5  billion  to  i>3  billion  the  authorization  under  title  1  of 
the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  /.c t.  p0  13056 


10, 


WATERSHEDS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  8750,  to  make  various 
amendments  to  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  p.  13055 


.-rA  »OC 


11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  The  "Daily 


ance,  and  fisheries  bills  will  be  c 


3st"  states  that  the  housing,  flood  insur- 
sidered  today,  p.  D875 


SENA' 

/ 


12.  CCC. 


Agreed  to  the  conference  repor 
authority  of  the  CCC  from  $12  billion  to 


/ 


13.  EDUCATION.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S. 


Hi. 


3820,  to  increase  the  borrox-jing 
r 5  billion,  make  it  a  Federal  of-’ 
fense  to  willfully  steal  or  convert  propertAmortgaged  to  a  lending  agency 
under  a  CCC  program,  and  provide  that  offenses,  under  the  Act  involving  amounts 
of  $500  or  less  be  reduced  from  a  felony  to  a  riisdemeanor.  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President.  p.  129H8 


?l5,  to  permit  the  exchangt^ 

of  employees  of  this  Department  xdth  those  of  State  political  subdivisions  or 
educational  institutions.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  \o  the  President,  p© 

129U7 

Sen.  Johnson  commended  the  Senate  for  passage  of  bill  for  assistance  to 
schools  in  areas  affected  by  Federal  activities,  p. 

LANDS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5712,  to  transfer  certain  title 
III  Bankhead- Jones  lands  to  the  Indians  of  the  Zia  and  Jemez  pueblos  in  N.  Mex« 
p.  12957 


15. 


WATERSHEDS.  Sen.  Aiken  inserted  and  commented  on  communications  from  this 
Department  and  the  Budget  Bureau  relative  to  the  Administration's  position  on 
H.  R,  8750,  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  p. 
12966 


«•*'  k  <4  ’•i 


■■ 


APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  12350,  the  sector  4 
plemental  appropriation  bill  for  1957  (S„  Rept.  2770).  Sen.  Douglas  obje  ted 
0  immediate  consideration  of  t he  measure,  pp.  12968,  12988  (For  provisior 
of  interest  to  this  Department  see  item  30,  this  Digest) 
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the  purpose  of  duck  stamps  and  a  real 
breach  of  the  sportsmen’s  trust.  For 
example,  while  negotiating  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  land  by  duck  stamp  funds  Sec¬ 
retary  McKay  was  at  the  same  time  com¬ 
pleting  negotiations  for  oil  leasing  in 
those  same  tracts  of  land. 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  hour  is  late  and  everything 
being  said  here  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  business  of  the  House,  I  wonder  if 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  and  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  would  not  be 
willing  to  insert  the  balance  of  their  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  so  that  the  working 
crew  can  go  home.  I  may  suggest  in  ask¬ 
ing  that  that  I  will  suggest  that  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present  unless  this  request  is 
acceded  to. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Let  me  say  to  my  col¬ 
league  that  if  he  will  let  me  read  just  a 
little  bit  more,  I  will  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

Mr.  UTT.  I  was  overruled  on  the 
point  of  order,  on  which  I  think  I  was 
correct,  and  I  shall  stand  on  the  request 
that  the  gentlemen  insert  the  balance 
of  their  remarks  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  be  permitted  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  By  reason  of  the  ob¬ 
jection  of  the  gentleman  from  California, 

I  will  insert  the  rest  of  my  remarks. 

The  mismanagement  of  these  vital 
resources  was  so  flagrant  that  officials  of! 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  admitted 
in  the  hearing  they  were  not  consulted 
as  to  leasing.  They  often  did  not  even 
know  of  the  granting  of  leases  until  they 
saw  the  drilling  rig  either  going  up,  drill¬ 
ing,  or  pumping  oil. 

The  situation  is  such  that  the  dear 
God  alone  knows  how  many  leases  were 
granted.  Certainly  the  testimony  shows 
that  no  one  in  the  Department  of  Inter¬ 
ior  did.  It  appears  that  no  one  in  the 
Department  knew  what  the  situation 
was  and  all  gave  widely  conflicting  fig¬ 
ures.  No  clear  policy  was  ever  fixed  as  to 
who  could  or  should  grant  these  leases. 
It  appears  in  the  hearings  that  almost  ' 
all  branches  of  the  Department  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  in  the  field  granted  leases  i 
with  a  wild  abandon  and  in  complete 
disregard  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  functions  of  the  refuge  pro¬ 
gram. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  violated,  or  ignored  his  own  stop 
order  some  54  times.  This  order  was 
issued  by  Mr.  McKay  to  stop  leasing 
pending  new  regulations  on  the  subject 
of  oil  and  gas  leases.  It  had  the  effect 
of  giving  very  substantial  preferences  to 
certain  favored  leasees  over  the  rest  of 
the  public  and  over  others  who  had  ap¬ 
plications  pending  for  leases. 

While  some  wildlife  refuge  areas  were 
set  aside  as  inviolate  refuges  it  shows  at 
page  170  of  the  hearings  that  these  were 
set  aside  as  involate  from  leasing,  and 
other  exploitation  not  for  their  wildlife 
value  but  because  they  were  geologically 
barren.  I  quote  from  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Arthur  A.  Reimer,  Chief,  Branch  of 


Lands,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  at  page 
170: 

Mr.  Dingell.  Actually  it  would  appear  that 
this  Okefenokee  area  is  a  geologically  barren, 
area  as  for  minerals.  Isn’t  that  a  fact? 

Mr.  Riemer.  It  would  appear  so,  so  far. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Subject  to  this  later  evidence 
which  you  are  going  to  give  us  as  to  minerali¬ 
zation  in  these  areas,  it  would  appear  that 
actually  the  areas  which  are  preserved  as 
inviolate  are  actually  areas  which  are  barren 
of  mineral  resources.  Is  that  not  a  fact? 

Mr.  Riemer.  As  far  as  we  know. 

The  conclusion  from  this  is  that  we 
must  maintain  unimpaired  our  vigilance 
to  protect  our  fast-dwindling  resources 
from  the  spoilers  who  would  destroy  this 
priceless  asset.  It  is  clear  that  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Kay  did  not  protect  our  priceless  re¬ 
sources. 

In  conclusion,  I  submit  these  figures. 
Some  five -hundred- and -ninety -odd 
leases  were  granted  in  Federal  wildlife 
refuges  in  3-odd  years  of  Republican 
administration.  This  figure  is  not  exact 
because  of  conflict  in  administration  tes¬ 
timony.  At  least  193  were  issued  after 
an  order  was  promulgated  by  Mr.  McKay 
supposedly  halting  this  practice.  The 
chief  of  the  branch  of  lands  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  knew  of  only  15  of 
all  this  vast  number  of.  leases.  *  From 
1922  to  August  31,  1953,  over  30  years 
preceding  this  only  25  leases  were  issued 
on  refuge  lands. 

This  is  a  part  of  the  conservation  rec¬ 
ord  of  the  present  administration  ,\  It  is 
all  found  in  a  report  signed  by  Democrats 
and  Republicans  alike.  I  hope  the  people 
will  scrutini^e'this  affair  closely. 


CONFERENCE  REPORTS  ON  H.  R. 

8750  AND  S.  3903 

Mr.  MURRAY  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  may  have  until  midnight  to¬ 
night  to  file  conference  reports  on  the 
bills  H.  R.  8750  and  S.  3903. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  reports  and  state¬ 
ments  follow: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2902) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  “That  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666) 
is  amended  as  follows : 

“(a)  Amend  the  second  and  third  sen¬ 
tences  of  section  2  to  read  as  follows: 
‘  “Works  of  improvement”  any  undertaking 
for — - 

“‘(1)  flood  prevention  (including  struc¬ 
tural  and  land  treatment  measures)  or 

“  ‘(2)  the  conservation,  development,  util¬ 
ization,  and  disposal  of  water 
in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand 


acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure 
which  provides  more  than  five  thousand 
acre-feet  of  floodwater  detention  capacity, 
and  more  than  twenty-five  thousand  acre- 
feet  of  total  capacity.  No  appropriation  shall 
be  made  for  any  plan  involving  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  contribution  to  construction 
costs  in  excess  of  $250,000,  or  which  includes 
any  structure  which  provides  more  than 
twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  of  total  ca¬ 
pacity  unless  such  plan  has  been  approved 
by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives :  Provided,  That  in  the  case  of 
any  plan  involving  no  single  structure  pro¬ 
viding  more  than  4,000  acre-feet  of  total 
capacity  the  appropriate  committees  shall 
be  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  in  the  case  of  any  plan  involving  any 
single  structure  of  more  than  4,000  acre-feet 
of  total  capacity  the  appropriate  commit¬ 
tees  shall  be  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  re¬ 
spectively.’ 

“(b)  Amend  section  3  by  striking  out 
clause  (2),  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following : 

“‘(2)  to  prepare  plans  and  estimates  re¬ 
quired  for  adequate  engineering  evaluation: 

“‘(3)  to  make  allocations  of  costs  to  the 
various  purposes  to  show  the  basis  of  such 
allocations  and  to  determine  whether  bene¬ 
fits  exceed  costs;’ 

and  by  renumbering  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  as 
(4)  and  (5)  respectively. 

“(c)  Amend  clause  (2)  of  section  4  to 
read  as  follows: 

“‘(2)  assume  (A)  such  proportionate 
1  share,  as  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  to 
i  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct 
I  identifiable  benefits,  of  the  costs  of  in- 
|  stalling  any  works  of  improvement,  involv¬ 
ing  Federal  assistance,  which  is  applicable 
to  the  agricultural  phases  of  the  conserva¬ 
tion,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal 
of  water,  and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing 
any  portion  of  such  works  applicable  to 
other  purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the 
construction  cost  (including  engineering 
costs)  applicable  to  flood  prevention  and 
features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  paid  for  by 
the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act;’. 

“(d)  Add  after  the  word  ‘landowners’  in 
clause  (4)  in  section  4,  the  words  ‘or 
water  users’. 

“(e)  Strike  out  the  word  ‘and’  at  the  end 
of  clause  (4)  in  section  4;  strike  out  the 
period  at  the  end  of  clause  (5)  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the  word  ‘and’; 
and  after  clause  (5)  insert  a  new  clause  as 
follows: 

“‘(6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  for  any  loan  or  ad¬ 
vancement  made  under  the  provisions  of 
section  8.’ 

"(f)  Amend  section  5  to  read  as  follows: 

“  'Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary 
and  the  interested  local  organisation  have 
agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement, 
and  the  Secretary  has  determined  that  the 
benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  has  met  the  requirements  for 
participation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of_ 
improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the 
local  organization  with  such  assistance  as 
it  may  request  from  the  Secretary,  which 
assistance  the  Secretary  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  give,  shall  secure  engineering  and 
other  services,  including  the  design,  prepa¬ 
ration  of  contracts  and  specifications,  award¬ 
ing  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  con¬ 
struction,  in  connection  with  such  works 
of  improvement,  and  in  order  to  properly 
carry  out  such  services  in  such  projects 
as  to  such  structures  therein  providing  for 
municipal  or  industrial  water  supplies,  the 
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local  organization  shall,  and  in  such  proj¬ 
ects  not  providing  for  municipal  or  indus¬ 
trial  water  supplies,  the  local  organization 
may,  retain  or  employ  a  professional  engi¬ 
neer  or  engineers  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the 
local  organization  for  the  cost  it  may  incur 
for  the  services  of  such  engineer  or  engi¬ 
neers  as  is  properly  chargeable  to  such  works 
of  improvement,  except  that  if  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  decides  not  to  retain  or  employ 
a  professional  engineer  or  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  competent  engineering  serv¬ 
ices  are  not  available  he  may  contract  for 
a  competent  engineer  to  provide  such  serv¬ 
ices  or  arrange  for  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  provide  such  services:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  at  the  request  of  the  local  or¬ 
ganization  which  retains  or  employs  a  pro¬ 
fessional  engineer  or  engineers  as  aforesaid, 
the  Secretary  may  advance  such  amounts 
as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  serv¬ 
ices,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to  any 
works  of  improvement  shall  not  exceed  5 
per  centum  of  the  estimated  total  cost  of 
such  works:  Provided  further.  That,  except 
as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall 
not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract  for 
the  construction  of  any  structure  unless  there 
is  no  local  organization  authorized  by  State 
law  to  undertake  such  construction  or  to 
enter  into  such  contract,  and  in  no  event 
after  July  1,  1956:  Provided,  That  in  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  installation  of  such  works 
of  improvement  the  Secretary,  as  far  as  prac¬ 
ticable  and  consistent  with  his  responsi¬ 
bilities  for  administering  the  overall  na¬ 
tional  agricultural  program,  shall  utilize  the 
authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That 
whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  im¬ 
provement  in  any  watershed  or  subwatershed 
area  shall  exceed  $250,000  or  the  works  of 
improvement  include  any  structure  having 
a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hun¬ 
dred  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  trans¬ 
mit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and  the  justification 
therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent:  Provided  further,  That  any  such  plan 
involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000 
or  containing  any  structure  having  a  total 
capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred 
acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or 
irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or 
other  lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b) 
which  includes  Federal  assistance' for  flood- 
water  detention  structures,  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  respectively,  for 
his  views  and  recommendations  at  least 
thirty  days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President.  The 
views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above 
thirtyrday  period,  shall  accompany  the  plan 
transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That,  prior  to  any  Federal 
participation  in  the  works  improvement  un¬ 
der  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary 
or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination  of 
the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and  re¬ 
lated  work  of  other  agencies  including  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army.’ 

"(g)  After  section  7  insert  the  following 
two  new  sections  and  renumber  subsequent 
sections  of  the  Act  to  conform: 

“  ‘Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  loans  or  advancements  to  local  organi¬ 
zations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of 
carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided 
for  in  this  Act.  Such  loans  or  advancements 
shall  be  made  under  contracts  or  agree¬ 
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ments  which  will  provide,  under  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  ap¬ 
propriate,  for  the  repayment  thereof  in  not 
more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date  when  the 
principal  benefits  of  the  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  first  become  available,  with  interest  at 
the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treas¬ 
ury  upon  its  marketable  public  obligations 
outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  the  loan  or  advancement  is 
made,  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for 
redemption  for  fifteen  years  from  date  of 
issue.  With  respect  to  any  single  plan  for 
works  of  improvement,  the  amount  of  any 
such  loan  or  advancement  shall  not  exceed 
five  million  dollars. 

“  ‘Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall 
be  applicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands.’  , 

“Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  be  applicable  to  all  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  and  plans  for  such  works  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prevention  Act.  Any  plans  for  works 
of  improvement  with  respect  to  which  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  authorized 
prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  to  participate  in 
the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  in 
accordance  with  such  plan,  or  any  plan  for 
works  of  improvement  which  has  received 
prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  the  approval 
of  congressional  committees,  as  required  by 
such  Act,  need  not  be  submitted  to  the  con¬ 
gressional  committees  as  required  by  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  as  amended  by  this  Act.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Albert  Gore, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Roman  L.  Hruska, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate, 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  submit  the  following  statement  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House  bill 
and  inserted  language  differing  in  a  num¬ 
ber  of  respects  from  that  adopted  by  the 
House.  The  conference  report  herewith  sub¬ 
mitted  is  a  substitute  amendment  which 
differs  from  the  House  provisions  of  the  bill 
in  the  following  major  respects: 

(1)  The  waiting  period  of  45  days  (re¬ 
cently  reduced  to  15  by  H.  R.  11873)  be¬ 
fore  work  can  start  on  a  project  after  the 
plans  have  been  submitted  to  Congress,  and 
the  requirement  in  existing  law  that  projects 
involving  dams  above  a  certain  size  must 
also  be  approved  by  the  Committees  on  Agri¬ 
culture  before  appropriations  may  be  made, 
is  replaced  by  a  new  provision  that — 

(a)  Exempts  projects  involving  less  than 
$250,000  of  Federal  contribution  to  construc¬ 
tion  costs  and  containing  no  structure  hav¬ 
ing  more  than  2,500  acre-feet  capacity  from 
the  review  by  other  Federal  agencies  and 
the  Congress: 

(b)  Eliminates  the  waiting  period  pres¬ 
ently  contained  in  the  act;  but 

(c)  Requires  approval  by  the  "appropriate 
committees”  of  all  projects  submitted  to 
Congress  before  appropriations  therefor  may 
be  made  and  declares  that  in  the  case  of 


projects  not  involving  a  structure  providing 
more  than  4,000  acre  feet  of  total  capacity, 
the  appropriate  committees  will  be  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committees  of  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  and  that  in  the  case  of  projects  involv¬ 
ing  any  structure  with  a  total  capacity  in 
excess  of  4,000  acre  feet,  the  Public  Works 
Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  shall 
be  the  appropriate  committees. 

(2)  Revises  section  5  of  the  act  to  provide 
for  the  employment  of  professional  engineers 
and  other  professional  services  for  the  de¬ 
sign,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifi¬ 
cations,  awarding  of  contracts  and  super¬ 
vision  of  construction.  In  the  case  of  struc¬ 
tures  for  municipal  or  industrial  water  sup¬ 
plies  the  local  organization  is  required  to 
secure  such  professional  services  but  must 
be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for''*  the  cost  of  such  services.  In  the 
case  of  other  types  of  structures  and  facili¬ 
ties  authorized  under  the  act,  the  local 
organization  may  retain  such  professional 
assistance  or  may  call  upon  the  Secretary  to 
perform  any  or  all  of  such  services  for  the 
local  organization.  This  will  not  preclude 
use  of  both  Government  and  private  en¬ 
gineers  on  multiple-use  structures.  Al¬ 
though  the  wording  of  section  5  as  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  is  substantially  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  existing  section  in  the  act, 
it  does  not  change  nor  diminish  in  any  re¬ 
spect  the  authority  and  responsibility  of  the 
Secretary  to  cooperate  with  local  agencies 
in  all  phases  of  the  planning,  development 
and  construction  of  works  of  improvement 
authorized  by  the  act  and  to  participate 
fully  in  such  planning  and  construction  to 
the  extent  agreed  upon  between  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  the  responsible  local  agency. 

(3)  Places  an  upper  limit  of  25,000  acre 
feet  total  capacity  on  the  size  of  any  single 
structure  which  may  be  included  in  a  water¬ 
shed  plan. 

(4)  Requires  the  preparation  of  plans  and 
estimates  needed  for  “adequate  engineering 
evaluation”. 

(5)  Requires  an  allocation  of  costs  to 
various  purposes. 

(6)  Broadens  the  safeguarding  of  State 
water  rights  by  making  the  act  applicable 
to  “water  users”  as  well  as  “land  owners”. 

(7)  Provides  that  Federal  loans  or  ad¬ 
vancements  to  local  organizations  may  not 
exceed  five  million -dollars  on  any  one  proj¬ 
ect. 

(8)  Extends  the  benefits  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  act  made  by  this  bill  to  proj¬ 
ects  heretofore  authorized. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


\  Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2903) 
'The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
3903)  tg  amend  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as 
amended,  so  as  to  increase  the  amount  au¬ 
thorized  to '  be  appropriated  for  purposes  of 
title  I  of  the  Act,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 
That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree- 
.  ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
}  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
(  follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
•  be  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert 
the  following:  “That  section  103  (b)  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (Public  Law 
480,  Eighty-third  Congress),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘$1,500,000,000’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘$3,000,000,000’. 

“Sec.  2.  Section  104  of  the  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  after  subsection  ‘(i)  ’  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection: 
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PREVENTION  ACT 


July  24,  1956. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  8750] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to 
amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  having 
met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  Amend  the  second  and  third  sentences  of  section  2  to  read  as 
follows:  ‘“Works  of  improvement’ — any  undertaking  for — 

“(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land  treatment 
measures )  or 

“(2)  the  conservation ,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of 
water 

in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and  fifty 
thousand  acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure  which  provides 
more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  floodwater  detention  capacity,  and 
more  than  twenty -five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total  capacity.  No  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  made  for  any  plan  involving  an  estimated  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000,  or  which  includes 
any  structure  which  provides  more  than  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  of 
total  capacity  unless  such  plan  has  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives : 
Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  any  plan  involving  no  single  structure 
providing  more  than  4,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  the  appropriate 
committees  shall  be  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the 
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Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  in  the  case  of  any  plan  involving  any  single  structure  of  more  than 
4,000  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  the  appropriate  committees  shall  be  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively .” 

(b)  Amend  section  3  by  striking  out  clause  (3),  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“(2)  to  prepare  plans  and  estimates  required  for  adequate  en¬ 
gineering  evaluation ; 

“(3)  to  make  allocations  of  costs  to  the  various  purposes  to 
show  the  basis  of  such  allocations  and  to  determine  whether  benefits 
exceed  costs;” 

and  by  renumbering  clauses  ( 3 )  and  (4)  as  (4)  and  ( 5 )  respectively. 

(c)  Amend  clause  (2)  of  section  4  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  assume  ( A )  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct  identifiable 
benefits,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improvement,  involv¬ 
ing  Federal  assistance,  which  is  applicable  to  the  agricultural  phases 
of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of  water, 
and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any  portion  of  such  works  ap¬ 
plicable  to  other  purposes  except  that  any  part  of  the  construction 
cost  ( including  engineering  costs)  applicable  to  flood  prevention  and 
features  relating  thereto  shall  be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act;” . 

(d)  Add  after  the  word  “landowners”  in  clause  (4)  in  section  4,  the 
words  “or  water  users” . 

(e)  Strike  out  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (4)  in  section  4; 
strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  ( 5 )  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a 
semicolon  and  the  word  “and” ;  and  after  clause  (5)  insert  a  new  clause  as 
follows: 

“(6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  for 
any  loan  or  advancement  made  under  the  provisions  of  section  8.” 

(/)  Amend  section  5  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local  organ¬ 
ization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the  Secretary 
has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local  organization 
has  met  the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying  out  the  works  of 
improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  organization  with  such 
assistance  as  it  may  request  from  the  Secretary,  which  assistance  the 
Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  give,  shall  secure  engineering  and  other 
services,  including  the  design,  preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications , 
awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction,  in  connection 
with  such  works  of  improvement,  and  in  order  to  property  carry  out  such 
services  in  such  projects  as  to  such  structures  therein  providing  for 
municipal  or  industrial  water  supplies,  the  local  organization  shall,  and 
in  such  projects  not  providing  for  municipal  or  industrial  water  supplies, 
the  local  organization  may,  retain  or  employ  a  professional  engineer  or 
engineers  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse 
the  local  organization  for  the  cost  it  may  incur  for  the  services  of  such 
engineer  or  engineers  as  is  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  except  that  if  the  local  organization  decides  not  to  retain  or  employ 
a  professional  engineer  or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  competent 
engineering  services  are  not  available  he  may  contract  for  a  competent 
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engineer  to  provide  such  services  or  arrange  for  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  provide  such  services:  Provided,  That  at  the  request  of  the 
local  organization  which  retains  or  employs  a  professional  engineer  or 
engineers  as  aforesaid,  the  Secretary  may  advance  such  amounts  as  may 
be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such  advances  with  respect  to 
any  works  of  improvement  shall  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
total  cost  of  such  works:  Provided  further,  That,  except  as  to  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  works  of  improvement  on  Federal  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
construct  or  enter  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of  any  structure 
unless  there  is  no  local  organization  authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake 
such  construction  or  to  enter  into  such  contract,  and  in  no  event  after 
July  1 ,  1956:  Provided,  That  in  participating  in  the  installation  of  such 
works  of  improvement  the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  consistent 
with  his  responsibilities  for  administering  the  overall  national  agricultural 
program,  shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  provisions 
of  this  Act:  Provided  further ,  That  whenever  the  estimated  Federal  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any  watershed 
or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000  or  the  works  of  improvement 
include  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five 
hundred  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy  of  the  plan  and 
the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Provided 
further ,  Thai  any  such  plan  involving  an  estimated  Federal  contribution 
to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000  or  containing  any  structure 
having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  ( a )  which 
includes  reclamation  or  irrigation  works  or  which  affects  public  or  other 
lands  or  wildlife  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
or  ( b )  which  includes  Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures, 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  respectively ,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty 
days  prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty-day  period,  shall  accompany  the 
plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  the  Congress  through 
the  President:  Provided  further,  That,  prior  to  any  Federal  participation 
in  the  works  improvement  under  this  Act,  the  President  shall  issue  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to  assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized 
under  this  Act  and  related  work  of  other  agencies  including  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

(g)  After  section  7  insert  the  following  two  new  sections  and  renumber 
subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform: 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized'  to  make  loans  or  advancements 
to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  carrying  out 
works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this  Act.  Such  loans  or  advance¬ 
ments  shall  be  made  under  contracts  or  agreements  which  will  provide, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate,  for 
the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  fifty  years  from  the  date  when  the 
principal  benefits  of  the  works  of  improvement  first  become  available, 
with  interest  at  the  average  rate,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  payable  by  the  Treasury  upon  its  marketable  public  obligations 
outstanding  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  or  ad¬ 
vancement  is  made,  which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for 
fifteen  years  from  date  of  issue.  With  respect  to  any  single  plan  for  works 
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of  improvement ,  the  amount  oj  any  such  loan  or  advancement  shall  not 
exceed  five  million  dollars. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  oj  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.” 

Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  all 
works  of  improvement  and  plans  for  such  works  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  Any  plans  jor 
works  of  improvement  with  respect  to  which  the  Secretary  oj  Agriculture 
was  authorized  prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  to  participate  in  the  installa¬ 
tion  oj  works  oj  improvement  in  accordance  with  such  plan,  or  any 
plan  jor  works  oj  improvement  which  has  received  prior  to  the  date  oj 
this  Act  the  approval  oj  congressional  committees,  as  required  by  such 
Act,  need  not  be  submitted  to  the  congressional  committees  as  required 
by  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  as  amended  by 
this  Act. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Albert  Gore, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Edward  Martin, 

Francis  Case, 

Roman  L.  Hruska, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  submit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
report : 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of 
the  House  bill  and  inserted  language  differing  in  a  number  of  respects 
from  that  adopted  by  the  House.  The  conference  report  herewith 
submitted  is  a  substitute  amendment  which  differs  from  the  House 
provisions  of  the  bill  in  the  following  major  respects: 

(1)  The  waiting  period  of  45  days  (recently  reduced  to  15  by  H.  R. 
11873)  before  work  can  start  on  a  project  after  the  plans  have  been 
submitted  to  Congress,  and  the  requirement  in  existing  law  that 
projects  involving  dams  above  a  certain  size  must  also  be  approved 
by  the  Committees  on  Agriculture  before  appropriations  may  be  made, 
is  replaced  by  a  new  provision  that — 

(a)  Exempts  projects  involving  less  than  $250,000  of  Federal  ^ 
contribution  to  construction  costs  and  containing  no  structure 
having  more  than  2,500  acre-feet  capacity  from  the  review  by 
other  Federal  agencies  and  the  Congress; 

(b)  Eliminates  the  waiting  period  presently  contained  in  the 
act;  but 

(c)  Requires  approval  by  the  “appropriate  committees”  of  all 
projects  submitted  to  Congress  before  appropriations  therefor 
may  be  made  and  declares  that  in  the  case  of  projects  not  involv¬ 
ing  a  structure  providing  more  than  4,000  acre-feet  of  total  ca¬ 
pacity,  the  appropriate  committees  will  be  the  Agriculture 
Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  and  that  in  the  case  of 
projects  involving  any  structure  with  a  total  capacity  in  excess 
of  4,000  acre-feet,  the  Public  Works  Committees  of  the  House 
and  Senate  shall  be  the  appropriate  committees. 

(2)  Revises  section  5  of  the  act  to  provide  for  the  employment  of 
professional  engineers  and  other  professional  services  for  the  design, 
preparation  of  contracts  and  specifications,  awarding  of  contracts,  and 
supervision  of  construction.  In  the  case  of  structures  for  municipal 
or  industrial  water  supplies  the  local  organization  is  required  to  secure 
such  professional  services  but  must  be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  for  the  cost  of  such  services.  In  the  case  of  other  types 
of  structures  and  facilities  authorized  under  the  act,  the  local  organi¬ 
zation  may  retain  such  professional  assistance  or  may  call  upon  the  l 
Secretary  to  perform  any  or  all  of  such  services  for  the  local  organiza-  j 
tion.  This  will  not  preclude  use  of  both  Government  and  private  ' 
engineers  on  multiple-use  structures.  Although  the  wording  of 
section  5  as  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  is  substantially  different 
from  the  existing  section  in  the  act,  it  does  not  change  nor  diminish 
in  any  respect  the  authority  and  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  to 
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cooperate  with  local  agencies  in  all  phases  of  the  planning,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  construction  of  works  of  improvement  authorized  by  the 
act  and  to  participate  fully  in  such  planning  and  construction  to  the 
extent  agreed  upon  between  the  Secretary  and  the  responsible  local 
agency. 

(3)  Places  an  upper  limit  of  25,000  acre-feet  total  capacity  on  the 
size  of  any  single  structure  which  may  be  included  in  a  water-shed 
plan. 

(4)  Requires  the  preparation  of  plans  and  estimates  needed  for 
“adequate  engineering  evaluation.” 

(5)  Requires  an  allocation  of  costs  to  various  purposes. 

(6)  Broadens  the  safeguarding  of  State  water  rights  by  making 
the  act  applicable  to  “water  users”  as  well  as  “landowners.” 

(7)  Provides  that  Federal  loans  or  advancements  to  local  organiza¬ 
tions  may  not  exceed  $5  million  on  any  one  project. 

(8)  Extends  the  benefits  of  the  amendments  to  the  act  made  b}r  this 
bill  to  projects  heretofore  authorized. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  POAGE, 

George  M.  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

•  o 
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\  THE  COMMUNIST  CONCEPT  OF  WAR 

From  the  standpoint  of  Communist  theory, 
the  leaders  of  the  Soviet  Union  during  the 
past  39  years  have  had  a  preference  for  either 
limited  war  or  unconventional  warfare  based 
on  the  ideas  of  Marx,  Engels,  Lenin,  and  Sta¬ 
lin,  who  believed  that  war  was  to  be  thought 
of  primarily  as  an  economic,  diplomatic,  and 
political  struggle  and  only  secondarily  as 
military  in  nature.  To  be  sure,  armed  might 
and  violence  are  recognized  as  the  shield  and 
sword  of  communism,  but  they  are  logically 
viewed  as  means  to  the  end  and  not  as  ends 
in  themselves.  Few  men  have  understood 
the  use  of  armed  force  better  than  the  Com¬ 
munists,  and  even  fewer  have  ^mastered  so 
well  the  manipulation  of  force  to  attain  po¬ 
litical  objectives. 

Most  significant  of  all  Communist  theories 
about  war  are  the  twin  concepts  that:  (1) 
Times  is  on  the  side  of  Marxism-Leninism. 
(2)  There  will  be  no  necessity  for  waging 
all-out  war  since  communism  will  triumph 
throughout  the  entire  world  after  a  series 
of  struggles  with  non-Communist  states. 
This  thesis  is  a  recurring  one  and  is  to  be 
found  in  the  statements  of  Communist 
writers  from  1917  down  to  the  present  dayK, 
It  is  highlighted,  however,  by  recent  utter¬ 
ances  of  top  Soviet  leaders.  Kaganovich, 
Soviet  Deputy  Premier,  recently  stated  that 
“the  20th  century  is  a  century  of  the  triumph 
of  socialism  and  communism”  and  that  "we 
have  marched  and  we  will  march  forward — 
and  only  forward — to  the  complete  victory 
of  communism.”  Molotov  repeated  this  idea 
when  he  said  that  “the  question  of  recog¬ 
nition  is  the  question  of  time.” 

THE  PROSPECTS  FOR  LOCAL  AGGRESSION 

A  glance  at  a  schoolboy’s  globe  illustrates 
the  possibilities  which  the  Communists 
might  exploit  by  means  of  limited  or  uncon¬ 
ventional  warfare.  As  was  demonstrated  by 
the  case  of  Guatemala,  Latin  America  is  a 
constant  source  of  concern. 

In  the  Far  East,  fighting  may  be  renewed 
In  Korea  or  may  begin  against  Formosa. 
The  Republic  of  the  Philippines  may  call  for 
American  help  to  meet  new  Communist  dis¬ 
turbances.  Guerrilla  fighting  and  other 
forms  of  unconventional  warfare  continue 
in  Malaya,  while  in  Vietnam,  Laos,  and  Cam¬ 
bodia,  the  prospects  of  further  aggression 
are  omnious.  Thailand  is  menaced  by  strong 
Communist  pressure,  as  is  Indonesia.  In  all 
of  these  cases  the  possibilities  of  limited 
war  appear  much  more  likely  than  a  total 
conflagration. 

From  Pakistan  to  Turkey  and  Grece  and 
down  through  the  Near  East  and  Africa,  con¬ 
tinuous  pressures  are  at  work — Soviet  gen¬ 
erated  or  otherwise— which  could  require 
limited  operations  in  order  to  restore  sta¬ 
bility.  For  example,  the  Arab-Israel  situa¬ 
tion,  always  in  a  state  of  ferment,  is  now 
explosive,  and  the  expressed  concern  of  the 
United  States  Government  could  be  inter¬ 
rupted  as  recognition  of  the  possible  neces¬ 
sity  for  military  action  to  establish  order 
in  that  quarter.  The  threats  posed  here  are, 
however,  again  threats  of  creeping  aggression, 
and  the  Soviet  leaders  fiave  actually  forecast 
their  intentions  for  local  moves.  Commu¬ 
nist  Party  Chief  Krrtshchev  recently  told  the 
Turkish  Ambassador  to  the  Soviet  Union  that 
“Turkey  was  foolish  to  remain  iri  NATO 
since,  if  there/fa  any  difficulty,  Turkey  will 
be  the  first  to  be  eaten  up  and  your  friends 
will  not  be.  able  to  help  you.” 

More  recently,  Soviet  overtures  to  certain 
Arab  states  and  Afghanistan  fall  into  the 
familiar  pattern.  The  Britist-American 
caveat  that  they  may  intervene  by  air  action 
in  file  Arab-Israel  dispute  is  not  likely  to 
colicern  either  of  the  contestants,  or  the 
Communists  on  the  sidelines.  Having  an¬ 
nounced  to  the  world  thaj^-she  will  not  initi¬ 
ate  atomic  war,  the  United  States  is  likely 
to  intervene,  if  she  so  decides,  with  conven¬ 


tional  land  forces  supported  by  conventional 
naval  and  air  forces.  Should  she  become 
embroiled  in  such  an  area,  it  would  presum¬ 
ably  be  to  a  distinctly  limited  extent. 

Even  in  the  NATO  area,  a  limited  war 
could  occur,  as  in  the  case  of  East  Germany 
moving  forces  to  unite  with  West  Germany 
or  an  action  over  Berlin. 

The  possibilities  of  limited  aggression 
without  the  gamble  of  a  worldwide  war  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  almost  universal.  And  the  prob¬ 
abilities  of  limited  war  appear  to  be  shaping 
up  even  more  strongly  in  specific  areas. 

BASIS  FOR  AMERICA’S  STRATEGY  FOR  PEACE  AND 
SECURITY 

The  sober  truth  is  that  the  United  States 
now  stands  at  a  great  crossroads  of  history. 
The  Nazis  were  bad  enough,  but  they  would 
overplay  their  hand.  The  Communist  threat 
is  more  dangerous  than  the  Nazi  in  the  ratio 
of  the  Communist  unwillingness  to  gamble. 
And  the  Communist  skill  is  markedly  better 
in  all  the  adjuncts  of  limited  and  uncon¬ 
ventional  warfare:  espionage,  sabotage, 
fomenting  of  strikes  and  disorders,  propa¬ 
ganda,  political  warfare,  and  localized 
aggression. 

It  would  follow  that  the  United  States 
should,  therefore,  abandon  the  defensive  in 
dealing  politically  with  the  Communists. 
Only  by  going  over  to  the  strategic  initiative 
can  we  hope  to  engender  a  climate  of  rela¬ 
tive  peace.  Fundamentally,  this  calls  for  the 
United  States  to  pursue  a  positive,  dynamic 
grand  strategy. 

We  must  alter  our  strategic  thinking  and 
our  armed  strength  so  as  to  deal  with  the 
most  likely  threats.  We  have  geared  our¬ 
selves  largely  for  an  unrestricted  atomic 
war — a  war  which  neither  side  stands  to 
win,  a  war  which,  least  of  all  for  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people,  makes  no  sense  under  any  cir¬ 
cumstances.  It  seems  axiomatic  that  we  will 
not,  should  not,  and  need  not  set  off  an 
all-out  war.  And  the  course  of  history  shows 
that,  for  their  part,  the  Communists  have 
every  reason  carefully  to  avoid  it. 

This  is  by  no  means  an  attack  on  the 
doctrine  of  strategic  air  power.  Numerous 
authorities  have  exposed  the  fallacies  of 
overreliance  on  a  particular  weapons  sys¬ 
tem.  They  grant  fully  the  indispensability 
of  superior  air  forces  and  most  would  agree 
with  Sir  Winston  Churchill’s  observation 
that  if  the  H-bomb  should  create  a  “peace 
of  mutual  terror”  it  will  have  served  a  good 
purpose. 

But  extreme  interpretations  of  Douhet 
and  Mitchell  have  led  many  people  in  the 
United  States  to  accept  notions  of  a  fright¬ 
ful  panacea.  Our  present  military  capa¬ 
bilities  are  by  no  means  what  people  would 
like  to  think.  The  earlier  hope  that  an 
enemy  could  be  crushed  by  aerial  bombard¬ 
ment  at  no  cost  to  ourselves  began  to  lose 
luster  with  the  Soviet’s  first  atomic  explo¬ 
sion  in  1949.  If  that  concept  of  winning  a 
war  ever  had  any  merit,  the  present  situa¬ 
tion  calls  for  a  different  outlook.  Yet  the 
United  States  continues  to  maintain  a  mili¬ 
tary  posture  rooted  to  a  large  extent  in  that 
outmoded  idea. 

For  some  strange  reason,  we  are  pretty 
much  wedded  to  the  irrational  belief  that 
some  kind  of  absolute  war  is  inevitable.  As 
to  general  war,  whether  one  accepts  the  stra¬ 
tegic  air  power  concept  of  a  short  atomic 
war,  or  whether  one  doubts  this  concept 
and  envisages  ultimately  a  modernized, 
lengthy,  continental  campaign,  the  fact  re¬ 
mains  that  other  possibilities  exist. 

The  United  States — and  the  other  democ¬ 
racies — have  tended  in  modern  times  to  draw 
a  distinct  line  between  war  and  peace.  This 
was  not  always  so  for  the  United  States. 
During  much  of  our  existence  we  engaged  in 
“little”  wars  which  we  approached  in  the 
way  that  Jefferson  attacked  the  problem  of 
Barbary  pirates — the  minimum  force  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  maximum  political  effect. 


Increasingly,  however,  and  especially 
since  World  War  I,  we,  as  well  as  the  other 
democracies,  have  come  to  accept  the  idea 
that- there  is  no  middle  ground  between  all- 
out  peace  and  all-out  war.  We  seem  ready 
either  to  embrace  our  would-be  opponents 
and  be  friends  or  to  go  to  the  other  extreme 
and  crush  them  into  dust. 

With  the  development  of  atomic  weap¬ 
ons,  we  find  that  the  dilemma  has  been 
heightened  by  an  inhibition  on  the  part  of 
the  West  in  reacting  to  localized  aggres¬ 
sion  because  of  the  fear  that  firm  action 
could  lead  to  general  nuclear  war.  This  has 
been  compounded  by  a  tendency  toward 
overreliance  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  and  the  other  free  world  nations  on 
the  deterrent  effect  of  atomic  superiority. 
We  have  committed  the  dual  error  of  be¬ 
lieving  that  our  atomic  arsenal  gives  us 
more  power  than  it  actually  does  and  yet 
fearing  the  consequences  of  that  power  to 
an  inordinate  extent.  Meanwhile,  the  Com¬ 
munists,  taking  advantage  of  the  fears  of 
the  West  as  well  as  its  capability  to  engage 
largely  in  one  method  of  warfare,  move 
ahead  with  justifiable  confidence. 

THE  OBJECT  OF  WAR 

Wars  are  not  fought  for  military  objectives 
as  is  a  battle  or  a  campaign,  but  they  are 
waged  for  the  political  arrangements  there¬ 
after  which  will  permit  the  maintenance  of 
a  viable  peace.  As  Liddell  Hart  put  it, 
“Strategy  has  to  reduce  fighting  to  the  slend¬ 
erest  possible  proportions.”  Certainly,  this 
makes  sense.  One  can  argue  that  war  is  an 
inevitable  part  of  human  development,  and 
that  may  very  well  be  true.  One  also  can 
point  out  the  great  contributions  made  to 
civilization  by  the  talents  produced  by  war- 
ware.  There  is  even  some  validity  in  the 
idea  that  a  people  needs  to  shed  blood  from 
time  to  time  in  order  to  prove  its  right 
of  survival.  Throughout  history  the  word 
"sacrifice”  has  had  a  connotation  closely  re¬ 
lated  to  the  progress  of  mankind.  These 
and  other  philosophical  observations,  are 
surely  of  great  interest,  but  the  main  point 
is  that  war  is  a  part  of  our  lives. 

We  must  accept  the  fact  of  war  and  then 
look  at  it  from  the  standpoint  of  the  best 
national  interests.  We  should  adopt  a  phil¬ 
osophy  that  the  United  States,  when  it  must, 
should  engage  in  war  on  its  own  terms  and 
should  be  able  and  willing  to  wage  war  in 
such  ways  as  to  do  least  harm  to  our  national 
well-being.  For  a  few  short  years  our  atomic 
monopoly  led  us  to  believe  that  we  had  a 
solution  to  our  problem.  Even  in  the  face 
of  that  monopoly,  however,  the  Commu¬ 
nists  preceded  to  challenge  our  national  in¬ 
terests  by  gaining  sway  over  half  a  billion 
people  and  a  large  portion  of  the  earth’s 
surface. 

Our  national  policy  should  by  no  means 
call  invariably  for  the  application  of  mili¬ 
tary  power  to  an  absolute  degree.  National 
policy  should  be  served  by  our  strategy,  not 
dictated  or  paralyzed  by  inflexible  military 
capabilities — or  perhaps  we  should  say  in¬ 
capabilities.  National  policy  may  actually 
require  a  wide  variety  of  applications  of 
armed  force  ranging  from  minor  police  ac¬ 
tions  to  the  complete  annihilation  of  an 
enemy. 

Looking  at  another  root  of  our  trouble, 
much  has  been  said  elsewhere  about  the 
fallacy  of  the  strategic  air,  short-war  con¬ 
cept.  We  need  only  stress  that  the  popular 
appeal  of  this  great  oversimplification  has 
created  attitudes  that  work  against  a  propetf 
national  military  posture. 

Our  allies  also  are  a  key  part  of  this  puzzle. 
Perhaps  we  have  hoped  for  too  much.  In 
our  military  and  economic  assistance  to 
them,  we  have  extended  ouy  tendency  to 
buy  the  world.  With  rare  exceptions,  our 
foreign  aid  has  fallen  short  of  its  mark. 
Allies  and  friends  are  indispensable,  but 
there  is  only  so  much  they  can  do.  We 
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should  anticipate  that,  in  all  hut  a  few  cases, 
our  allies  may  not  he  ahle  to  resist  local 
aggression  without  the  assistance  of  United 
States  forces  as  well  as  material  aid.  . 

We  cannot  too  often  take  stock  of  the 
object  of  war.  In  essence  it  is  to  further  a 
nation’s  interests,  which  usually  are  either 
to  gain  more  or  to  hold  what  they  have. 
The  question  of  war’s  inevitability  is  sec¬ 
ondary,  for  it  is  conflict  among  nations  with 
which  we  should  concern  ourselves.  Con¬ 
flict  is  ever  present,  and,  depending  upon 
the  strength  and  will  of  the  principal  na¬ 
tions,  international  conflict  may  or  may  not 
burst  into  uncontrollable  war.  Every  lesson 
of  history  and  every  train  of  logical  thought 
and  commonsense  points  to  this  conclusion: 
If  liberty-loving  peoples  will  stand  together 
and  act  firmly  against  aggressors,  the  world 
conflict  can  be  kept  within  manageable 
bounds. 

THE  ALTERNATIVES  TO  LIMITING  WARFARE 

What  are  the  alternatives  to  a  policy  of 
readiness  and  willingness  to  engage  in  lim¬ 
ited  warfare  whenever  and  wherever  our 
honor  and  our  interests  are  at  stake? 

Unless  the  United  States  develops  fully 
the  capability  to  deter  or  suppress  aggres¬ 
sion  short  of  general  war,  any  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  may  result: 

1.  Situations  short  of  general  war  may 
expand  into  general  war. 

2.  Continuing. limited  gains  by  the  Com¬ 
munist  bloc  eventually  could  detract  from 
the  free  world’s  ability  to  deter  or  win  gen¬ 
eral  war. 

3.  Repeated  success  in  limited  wars  could 
lead  to  a  Communist  calculation  that  the 
remainder  of  the  free  world  can  be  subdued 
without  resorting  to  general  war. 

4.  A  large  part  of  the  free  world  might 
fall  to  local  aggression,  leaving  the  United 
States  more  or  less  isolated  and  faced  with 
the  choice  of  meeting  Communist  terms 
or  of  fighting  against  great  odds. 

THE  MILITARY  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  LIMITED  WAR 

The  free  world  has  land,  sea,  and  air  forces 
deployed  about  the  Communist  periphery, 
but  in  almost  every  area  where  local  aggres¬ 
sion  might  occur,  the  thin  line  of  free  world 
strength  could  not  without  reinforcement 
repel  a  determined  Communist  advance. 
Most  of  our  allies  would  be  hard  put  indeed 
to  provide  additional  forces  without  a  long 
period  of  mobilization.  Comparatively 
speaking,  the  Communists  are  ready.  The 
inference  is  that  the  burden  falls  on  the 
United  States  to  be  able  to  assist  our 
friends — materially,  and  with  the  presence 
of  our  Armed  Forces.  Part  of  this  rein¬ 
forcement  could  come  from  our  forces  now 
overseas,  but  much  of  it  would  have  to  come 
from  the  United  States  proper. 

The  key  to  the  problem  of  limited  aggres¬ 
sion  then  is  mobility — land,  sea,  and  air — ■ 
mobility  which  permits  us  to  meet  the  threat 
as  it  arises  and  enhances  our  ability  to  rein¬ 
force  more  quickly  than  can  the  aggressor. 
V7e  must  have  the  capability  of  delivering 
relatively  powerful  forces  of  men  and  mate¬ 
riel  rapidly  to  any  part  of  the  world.  This  is 
not  an  isolated  military  solution,  but  a  real¬ 
istic  possibility.  It  is  realistic  technologi¬ 
cally  and  economically,  and  it  is  realistic  in 
light  of  the  threat. 

In  short,  the  free  world’s  strategy  must 
meet  the  many-pronged  threat  by  prudent 
preparation  for  general  war;  but,  equally  im¬ 
portant,  the  free  world  must  accept  limited 
war  as  something  which  we  are  now  able 
and  willing  to  cope  with.  It  seems  apparent 
that  this  calls  for  greater  armed  strength 
than  we  now  have. 

We  should  not  equate  war  with  total, 
atomic  war.  We  should  not  fear  the  idea 
of  war  so  greatly  that  we  neglect  the  most 
likely  kinds.  Neither  ought  we  to  look  upon 
strategic  air  power  as  the  equivalent  of  na¬ 
tional  survival  or  the  main  bulwark  of  na¬ 
tional  interest.  Nor  should  we  accept  the 
notion  that  the  use  of  atomic  weapons  on 
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military  targets  must  lead  to  unrestricted 
atomic  war,  for  it  is  quite  probable  that  mil¬ 
itary  targets  can  be  defined  and  the  use  of 
atomic  weapons  can  be  limited  to  the  battle¬ 
field. 

Another  dangerous  shibboleth  is  raised  on 
the  subject  of  limited  war.  It  alleges  that 
a  big  power  cannot  fight  a  little  war.  This 
is  not  merely  nonsense — it  is  deadly,  dan¬ 
gerous  nonsense.  If  more  of  the  major 
powers  had  been  willing  to  engage  in  limited 
operations,  the  entire  course  of  the  twenti¬ 
eth  century  might  have  been  different. 
Limited  war  has  typified  history’s  great  pe¬ 
riods  of  relative  peace.  The  limiting  of  war 
should  be  the  primary  military  instrument 
of  our  national  policy.  We  should  not  go 
out  of  our  way  to  fight  limited  wars — they 
are  generally  frustrating  affairs  at  best — but 
history,  logic,  and  our  leading  role  in  world 
affairs  all  point  clearly  to  our  responsibility 
to  stop  local  outbursts  and  nibbling  aggres¬ 
sion.  A  powerful  nation  is  no  more  identi¬ 
cal  with  all-out  war  than  is  a  strong  police 
force  equivalent  to  all-out  crime. 

President  Eisenhower,  with  his  unequaled 
experience  as  a  military  man  and  in  the 
arena  of  international  statesmanship,  has 
demonstrated  repeatedly  his  belief  that  war 
can  and  should  be  limited.  His  farsighted 
proposals  for  the  control  of  atomic  energy 
and  for  disarmament,  have  been  matched  by 
a  prudent  insistence  that  the  United  States 
maintain  not  only  deterrent  strength 
against  a  large  war,  but  that  she  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  stand  by  those  who  love  freedom 
in  preventing  local  aggression.  It  is  in  this 
latter  role  as  freedom’s  champion  that  the 
United  States  must  henceforth  be  ready  to 
engage  in  limited  military  operations  to  dis¬ 
courage  the  creeping  aggression  which  has 
engulfed  so  large  a  part  of  the  world.  This 
readiness  and  a  stout  heart  are  the  hope  of 
the  American  people — and  of  mankind.  For, 
to  paraphrase  Pitt’s  advice  to  Britain  in  an 
hour  of  peril,  America  can  save  herself  by 
her  own  exertions  and  help  to  save  the  rest 
of  the  world  by  her  example. 


PROPOSED  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
LEGISLATION 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  out  of  order,  to  sub¬ 
mit  a  resolution  reading  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Judi¬ 
ciary  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  discharged  from 
the  further  consideration  of  the  bill,  H.  R. 
627,  to  provide  means  of  further  securing 
and  protecting  the  civil  rights  of  persons 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  had  thought 
that  this  question  had  practically  ex¬ 
hausted  all  its  headline  value,  but  it 
seems  it  has  not.  I  have  stated  here¬ 
tofore  that  I  would  object,  and  I  do 
object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 


ACQUISITION  OF  NON-FEDERAL 

LAND  WITHIN  BOUNDARIES  OF 

NATIONAL  PARKS 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to- 
the  Senator  from  California  such  time  as  ] 
he  may  desire. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
July  23,  at  the  instance  of  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett],  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amended  the  title  of  House  bill  9591, 


a  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  August  31, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1037),  relating  to  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  non-Federal  land  within  the 
existing  boundaries  of  any  national 
park*,  and  for  other  purposes. 

It  has  subsequently  been  called  to  his 
attention  that  there  was  no  need  for  such 
amendment  to  the  title  of  the  bill,  and 
that  the  title  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House  was  correct.  I  therefore  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  its  action  in 
this  respect,  and  that  the  House  be  re¬ 
quested  to  return  the  bill  to  the  Senate 
for  appropriate  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


JUVENILE  DELINQUENCY  IN  ALASKA 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  .  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  submit  to  the  Senate,  from  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  the  interim 
report  of  the  Subcommittee  To  Investi¬ 
gate  Juvenile  Delinquency,  dealing  with 
juvenile  delinquency  in  the  Territory  of 
Alaska. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  is  this 
a  report  of  a  committee? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  It  is. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
should  normally  be  submitted  during  the 
morning  hour.  We  are  not  privileged  to 
have  a  morning  hour  because  of  the 
process  of  recessing  rather  than  ad¬ 
journing.  I  must  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 


REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Ml1.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  I  report  three  bills  favor¬ 
ably. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Should  not  these  re¬ 
ports  normally  be  submitted  during  the 
morning  hour? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
customary  for  reports  of  committees  to 
be  submitted  during  the  morning  hour. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  did  not  have  a 
morning  hour. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  submit  the'sreports  at  this 
time.  \ 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Reluctantly,  I  must 
object.  \ 


AMENDMENT  OF  WATERSHED  PRO¬ 
TECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVEN¬ 
TION  ACT  —  ADMINISTRATION 
POSITION 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Texas  yield? 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  1  minute. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  last  Sat¬ 
urday  the  Senate  considered  House  bill 
8750,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  At 
that  time  I  was  under  the  impression 
that  this  bill  had  been  approved  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  I  find  that  is  contrary  to 
the  fact,  so  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  inserted  in  the  Record  a  tele¬ 
gram  which  I  have  received  from  Mr. 
E.  L.  Peterson,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Agriculture;  also  a  copy  of  a  letter  which 
I  have  received  today  from  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget;  a  copy  of  the  report  on  the 
bill  sent  to  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  on 
April  16  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  ;  also  a  copy  of  a  letter  addressed  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  by  the  Assistant 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Robert  E.  Merriam,  dated  May  15,  1956. 

I  make  this  request  for  the  purpose  of 
clarifying  the  position  of  these  two  agen¬ 
cies  of  Government. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  items 
referred  to  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Fort  Collins,  Colo.,  July  23, 1956. 
Senator  George  D.  Aiken, 


Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Department  of  Agriculture  does  not  sup¬ 
port  S.  8750.  Department’s  position  set  forth 
in  my  testimony  during  hearings  and  in 
S.  3727. 


E.  L.  Peterson, 

Assistant  Secretary,  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  23, 1956. 
Hon.  George  D.  Aiken, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Aiken:  In  furtherance 
of  our  telephone  conversation  this  morning, 
I  am  herewith  submitting  to  you  a  more 
detailed  explanation  of  the  administration 
position  concerning  H.  R.  8750,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  a  letter 
dated  April  16,  1956,  addressed  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  of  the  Senate  (copy  enclosed),  sub¬ 
mitted  a  proposed  draft  of  a  substitute  bill 
(which  is  now  in  print  as  S.  3727)  which  set 
out  the  Department’s  recommendations  in 
this  area.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  De¬ 
partment  recommended  against  changing  the 
cost  sharing  provisons  of  the  existing  law. 
Their  position  in  this  matter  was  amplified 
by  the  statement  of  Assistant  Secretary 
Peterson  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Con¬ 
servation  and  Credit  of  the  House  Agricul¬ 
tural  Committee  where  he  appeared  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  14,  1956.  An  excerpt  from  his  state¬ 
ment  follows: 

“A  fourth  amendment  would  provide,  ‘That 
the  Secretary  shall  not  require  local  organ¬ 
izations  to  assume  any  part  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  structural  measures  aplicable  to 
flood  prevention.’  We  feel  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  defeats  the  concept  of  cost  sharing 
presently  embodied  in  the  act  which  pro¬ 
vides  that,  ‘local  organizations  shall  assume 
such  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  any 
works  of  improvement  involving  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 


tary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the 
anticipated  benefits  from  such  improve¬ 
ments.’  In  other  words,  cost  sharing  should 
be  determined  as  between  the  local  sponsors 
of  projects  and  the  Federal  Government  on 
the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  direct  identifiable 
local  benefits  to  total  benefits.  Local  land- 
owners  or  other  *  benefited  interests  should 
participate  in  project  costs  to  the  extent  of 
their  benefits.  As  to  projects  developed 
thus  far  we  have,  however,  fully  recognized 
the  individual  peculiarities  of  each.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  indicated  its 
objections  to  S.  3023  (which  is  similar  to 
H.  R.  8750)  in  a  letter  of  May  15,  1956,  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  (copy  enclosed). 

I  hope  that  this  will  clarify  our  views  on 
this  subject. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  E.  Merriam, 
Assistant  to  the  Director. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  16,  1956. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply 
to  your  request  of  March  7,  1956,  for  a  report 
on  S.  3371,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Watershed 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 

The  Department  recommends  substitution 
of  the  attached  “draft  of  bill  to  amend  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act,”  which  has  the  approval  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  for  the  present  provisions 
of  S.  3371  and  enactment  of  the  bill  as  so 
amended. 

S.  3371  would  amend  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (Public  Law 
566,  83d.  Cong)  to  broaden  the  application  of 
the  act  and  permit  the  Department  to  share 
in  the  cost  of  providing  capacity  for  the  stor¬ 
age  of  water  for  various  purposes;  to  permit 
the  inclusion  in  plans  for  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  structures  providing  more  than  5,000 
acre-feet  of  total  capacity  if  each  such  struc¬ 
ture  will  be  constructed  by  a  local  organi¬ 
zation,  does  not  contain  more  than  5,000 
acre-feet  of  flood  prevention  capacity,  and 
the  construction  cost  of  all  capacity  above 
5,000  acre-feet  will  ber  borne  by  the  local 
organization;  to  provide  that  local  organi¬ 
zations  shall  not  be  required  to  assume  any 
part  of  the  construction  cost  of  structural 
measures  applicable  to  flood  prevention;  to 
eliminate  the  terminal  date  of  July  1,  1956, 
after  which  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
could  not  contract  for  installing  works  of 
improvement;  to  exempt  from  review  by 
other  Federal  agencies  and  from  transmittal 
to  the  Congress  of  plans  involving  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  contribution  to  construction 
costs  of  less  than  $250,000;  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  make  long-term  loans  to  local 
organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of 
project  costs;  and  to  make  the  act  also  ap¬ 
plicable  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  recommended  substitute  draft  bill 
would  revise  the  definition  of  “works  of  im¬ 
provement”  as  contained  in  section  2  (1) 
of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act  to  include  in  addition  to  flood 
prevention,  "associated  measures  for  the  con¬ 
servation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water”;  would  provide  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  shall  not  bear,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  that  part  of  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  for  providing  any  capacity  in 
structures  for  any  purpose,  except  capacity 
for  flood  prevention,  which  is  applicable  to 
the  production  of  direct  identifiable  benefits; 
would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  make  loans 
for  periods  of  up  to  50  years  in  amounts  not 
in  excess  of  $5  million  on  any  single  plan 
for  works  of  improvement  to  local  organiza¬ 
tions  to  finance  the  local  share  of  the  costs; 
and  would  make  the  act  also  applicable  to 


Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

Broadening  the  application  of  the  Water¬ 
shed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act 
and  the  provisions  for  cost  sharing  by  the 
Department  as  proposed  in  the  recommended 
draft  bill  will  further  the  development  and 
efficient  use  of  land  and  water  resources. 
Under  section  2  (1),  as  amended,  capacity 
for  flood  prevention  as  well  as  for  the  con¬ 
servation,  development,  utilization,  and  dis¬ 
posal  of  water  would  be  included  in  struc¬ 
tures  constructed  under  its  provisions.  Sec¬ 
tion  2  (2)  is  unchanged  and  provides  for 
works^of  improvement  for  the  agricultural 
phases  of  the  conservation,  development, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  water.  Under 
sectiqn  4  (2),  as  amended,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  continue  to  bear  such  part  of 
the  construction  cost  for  providing  capacity 
in  structures  for  flood  prevention  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  to  be  equitable  in  consid¬ 
eration  of  anticipated  benefits,  and  would 
bear  that  part  of  the  construction  cost  for 
providing  capacity  in  structures  for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than  flood  prevention  that  is 
applicable  to  the  production  of  other  than 
direct  identifiable  benefits.  The  authori¬ 
zation  of  loans  up  to  $5  million  on  any  single 
plan  for  works  of  improvement  will  enable 
local  organizations  to  finance  their  proper 
share  of  the  cost  of  desirable  improvements 
in  certain  cases  where  cash  is  not  currently 
available.  The  provisions  of  Public  Law  566 
should,  of  course,  be  equally  applicable  to  the 
States  and  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report. 

Sincerely  yours. 

True  D.  Morse, 

Acting  Secretary. 

Executive  Office 
of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  May  15,  1956. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  will  reply  to 
your  letter  of  February  29,  1956,  requesting 
the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  with 
respect  to  S.  3023,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention 
Act  in  order  that  a  greater  nmber  of  local 
organizations  may  qualify  for  assistance 
under  the  provisions  of  such  act. 

S.  3023  would  amend  the  Watershed  Pro¬ 
tection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (Public  Law 
566,  83d  Cong.)  so  as  to  permit  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  plan  and  carry  out  im¬ 
provements  for  other  than  agricultural  pur¬ 
poses;  to  eliminate  the  5,000  acre-foot  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  total  capacity  of  any  struc¬ 
ture;  to  prohibit  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  from  requiring  local  organizations  to 
assume  any  part  of  the  construction  cost  of 
structural  measures  applicable  to  flood  pre¬ 
vention;  to  eliminate  the  date  of  July  1,  1956, 
after  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
not  enter  into  any  contract  for  construc¬ 
tion;  to  eliminate  the  requirement  that 
benefits  exceed  costs;  to  authorize  the  Sec-- 
retary  to  make  long-term  loans  to  local  or¬ 
ganizations;  to  extend  the  provisions  of  the 
act  to  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands;  and  to  broaden  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  act  in  a  number  of  other  respects. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  its  let¬ 
ters  dated  April  16,  1956,  addressed  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  President  of  the  Senate,  and  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  on  conference  on  H.  R. 
5881,  submitted  for  consideration  a  “draft 
of  bill  to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act."  This  draft  was 
developed  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
in  cooperation  with  other  interested  agen- 
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cies,  and  would  enable  that '  Department, 
under  its  established  programs,  to  meet  ade¬ 
quately  the  needs  for  the  conservation  of 
water  resources  and  the  expanding  use  of 
water. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends 
substitution  of  the  Agriculture  draft  bill  for 
the  present  provisions  of  S.  3023,  and  favors 
enactment  of  the  bill  if  so  amended. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  E.  Merriam, 
Assistant  to  the  Director . 


MESSAGE  FROM  THe'IJOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  its  reading 
clerk,  announced  that  the  House  had 
passed  a  bill  (H.  R.  12350)  making  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1957,  and  for  other 
purposes,  in  which  it  requested  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  Senate. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  AND  JOINT 
RESOLUTION  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  bills  and  joint  resolution,  and 
they  were  signed  by  the  Vice  President: 

H.  R.  256.  An  act  to  amend  the  Bank¬ 
ruptcy  Act  with  respect  to  the  priority  of 
debts  owned  by  a  bankrupt  to  workmen,  serv¬ 
ants,  clerks,  and  certain  salesmen; 

H.  R.  604.  An  act  to  provide  port  of  entry 
and  related  facilities  on  the  Alaska  Highway 
at  the  Alaska-Canadian  border  in  the  Ter¬ 
ritory  of  Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  1639.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Laura 
Olivera  Miranda; 

H.  R.  1739.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 
J.  Bohner; 

H.  R.  1952.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Clar¬ 
ence  Christensen; 

H.  R.  1971.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Leila 
Park; 

H.  R.  2325.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jo¬ 
seph  Santo; 

H.  R.  2712.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eman¬ 
uel  Mathes; 

H.  R.  3561.  An  act  to  further  amend  the 
act  of  January  2,  1942,  entitled  "An  Act  to 
provide  for  the  prompt  settlement  of  claims 
for  damages  occasioned  by  Army,  Navy,  and 
Marine  Corps  forces  in  foreign  countries”; 

H.  R.  4127.  An  act  to  exempt  courses  lead¬ 
ing  to  standard  college  degrees  offered  by 
nonprofit  educational  institutions  of  higher 
learning  from  the  provisions  of  section  227 
of  the  Veterans’  Readjustment  Assistance 
Act  of  1952  prohibiting  the  enrollment  of 
eligible  veterans  under  that  act  when  such 
courses  have  been  in  operation  for  less  than 
2  years; 

H.  R.  4152.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Maria 
Pintos  and  her  daughter,  Eugenia  Pintos; 

H.  R.  4635.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  transfer  to  Robert 
T.  C.  Rasmussen,  the  right,  title,  and  inter¬ 
est  of  the  United  States,  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  in  and  to  certain  inventions; 

H.  R.  4899.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Helmut 
Klestadt; 

H.  R.  5417.  An  act  to  amend  section  1721, 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
sale  or  pledge  of  postage  stamps; 

H.  R.  5488.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
certain  land  in  Alaska  to  Gilbert  Henkens, 
Jr.,  star  route,  mile  17)4  >  Anchorage,  Alaska; 

H.  R.  6081.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Patricia 
May  Stevens; 

H.  R.  6247.  An  act  to  amend  subdivision  a 
of  section  66 — unclaimed  moneys — of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act,  as  amended,  and  to  repeal 
subdivision  b  of  section  66  of  the  Bank¬ 
ruptcy  Act,  as  amended; 


H.  R.  6403.  An  act  to  amend  title  18,  en- 
}  titled  “Crimes  and  Criminal  Procedure”,  of 
the  United  States  Code,  to  provide  a  crimi¬ 
nal  sanction  for  the  embezzlement  or  theft 
of  the  property  of  Indian  tribal  organiza¬ 
tions; 

H.  R.  7121.  An  act  to  validate  payments 
of  mileage  made  to  Unite^F  States  Army  and 
Air  Force  personnel  pursuant  to  permanent 
;  change  of  station  orders  authorizing  travel 
j  by  commercial  aircraft,  and  for  other  pur- 
;  poses; 

H.  R.  7552.  An  act  to  amend  sections  220 
and  221  (d)  of  the  Hawaiian  Homes  Commis¬ 
sion  Act,  1920; 

II.  R.  7887.  An  act  to  authorize  the  com¬ 
missioner  of  public  lands  to  sell  public  lands 
under  certain  circumstances  without  public 
auction; 

H.  R.  7891.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  exchanges  and  sales  of  public  lands  with¬ 
in  or  adjacent  to  the  district  of  Puna,  county 
of  Hawaii,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  for  the  relief 
of  persons  whose  lands  were  destroyed  by 
volcanic  activity; 

H.  R.  7893.  An  act  to  amend  section  73  (i) 
of  the  Hawaiian  Organic  Act; 

H.  R.  8226.  An  act  to  amend  section  1  of 
the  act  of  March  4,  1915,  as  amended  (48 
U.  S.  C-,  sec.  353); 

H.  R.  8265.  An  act  relating  to  the  use  of 
storage  space  in  the  Buford  Reservoir  for 
the  purpose  of  providing  Gwinnett  County, 
Ga.,  a  regulated  water  supply; 

H.  R.  8617.  An  act  to  validate  certain  pay¬ 
ments  made  to  members  and  former  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  naval  service; 

H.  R.  8940.  An  act  relating  to  the  use  of 
storage  space  in  the  Hulah  Reservoir  to 
provide  water  for  the  city  of  Bartlesville, 
Okla.; 

H.  R.  8971.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hamas- 
asp  Psakian,  Mrs.  Varsenick  Psakian,  and 
Nune  Nona  Psakian; 

H.  R.  9029.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John. 
L.  Hughes; 

H.  R.  9260.  An  act  to  amend  title  III  of 
the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  9265.  An  act  to  amend  the  Hawaiian 
Organic  Act,  as  amended,  relating  to  the 
audit  of  government  (Territorial  and 
county)  accounts; 

H.  R.  9918.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  negotiate  and  execute 
a  contract  with  the  Riverside  Irrigation  Dis¬ 
trict,  Ltd.,  of  Idaho,  relating  to  the  re¬ 
habilitation  of  the  district’s  works,  and  other 
matters; 

H.  R.  9947.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  es¬ 
tate  of  William  Edward  Wine; 

H.  R.  10088.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rupert 
Waltl; 

H.  R.  10111.  An  act  to  amend  sections  657 
and  1006  of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code 
in  order  to  include  certain  savings  and  loan' 
associations  within  its  provisions; 

H.  R.  10679.  An  act  granting  the  consent 
of  Congress  to  the  establishment  by  the 
States  of  Mississippi  and  Arkansas  of  a  bi- 
State  commission  to  investigate  the  possi¬ 
bilities  of  constructing  a  railroad  bridge 
across  the  Mississippi  River; 

H.  R.  10946.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
position  of  surplus  personal  property  to  the 
Territorial  government  of  Alaska  until  De¬ 
cember  31,  1958; 

H.  R.  10983.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  P.  R. 
Cox; 

H.  R.  11024.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  relating  to  the  compensation 
of  commissioners  for  the  Territory  of 
Alaska,”  approved  March  15,  1948  (62  Stat. 
80)  as  amended  by  the  act  of  July  12,  1952 
(66  Stat.  592,  48  U.  S.  C.  116a); 

H.  R.  11254.  An  act  to  amend  section  104, 
title  4,  United  States  Code; 

H.  R.  11653.  An  act  to  increase  the  fees  of 
witnesses  in  the  United  States  courts  and 
before  United  States  commissioners,  and  for 
other  purposes; 


July  2Jf 

H.  R.  11706.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kim 
Chung  Hi; 

H.  R.  11861.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  "An  act  authorizing  Federal  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores 
of  publicly  owned  property,”  approved  Au¬ 
gust  13,  1946;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  642.  Joint  resolution  to  author¬ 
ize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  quitclaim  certain  property  in  Coahoma 
County,  Miss.,  to  the  Home  Demonstration 
Club  of  Rena  Lara,  Miss.,  Inc. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  ENDING 

JUNE  30,  1957 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Gore  in  the  chair) .  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  bill  coming  over  from 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  12350)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1957,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  was  read  twice  by  its  title  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  this  not  the  sec¬ 
ond  supplementary  appropriation  bill? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Has  the  report  of  the 
Senate  committee  been  submitted  to  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  We  are  not 
taking  up  the  bill  at  this  time.  It  is  a 
House  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
has  been  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  serve  notice 
now  that  I  will  require  the  usual  72  hours 
of  waiting  between  the  submission  of  the 
report  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  and  action  on  the  bill  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  will  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  we  will 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act,  which  calls  for  3  days. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  72  hours. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Not  neces¬ 
sarily. 

Mr.  BENDER.  Mr.  President - 


PAN  AMERICAN  GAMES 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BENDER.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  promote  pan-American  friendship, 
there  was  organized  several  years  ago 
the  Pan  American  Games  Congress. 
This  organization  similar  to  the  Olym¬ 
pics  brings  together  every  4  years  the 
finest  athletes  in  North,  Central,  and 
South  America. 

These  games  were  first  held  in  Buenos 
Aires  in  Argentina  in  1951,  and  in  Mexico 
City,  Mexico,  in  1955,  and  the  United 
States  has  been  selected  for  the  1959 
games  in  Cleveland,  Ohio.  Like  all  great 
athletic  events  of  the  Olympic  type, 
many  special  facilities  must  be  built  to 
provide  for  the  games  and  some  $10,- 
300,000  is  required  to  cover  the  finances 
necessary  in  connection  with  this  event. 
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.t  the  portion  of  the  bill  dealing  with  the  channeling  of  Government  procure- 
t  contracts  into  distressed  areas  (p.  1331A). 

FOOD  H^SrRVE0  Sen.  I Martin,  Iowa,  inserted  his  statement  relating  to  the  • 
establishment  of  an  international  food  and  raw  materials  reserve  under  the 
U.  N.  V  13111 

ASC  C0MHTT5ffiSo  Sen.  Symington  inserted  and  discussed  correspondence  with  the 
Secretary  cbncerning  the  operations  of  the  Missouri  State  ASC  Committee. 


p.  13119 


/ 


/ 


RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Horse  inserted  correspondence  from  a  local  Chamber  of 
Commerce  regarding  the  size  of  farm  units  in  the  Columbia  Basin  project,,  p< 
13282  ~~ 


17, 


18, 

19. 


20, 


21, 


22. 


RESEARCH.  Sen.  Mundt  inserted  a  statement  by  Rep.  Jansen,  Iowa,  and  himself 
concerning  the  utilization  of  grain  alcohol  in  the- manufacture  of  fuel  used 
for  motor  vehicles 0  p„  13283 

v  / 

HOUSING,  Passed  with  amendment  H,  R.  117U2,  tj/  extend  and  amend  laws  relating 
to  the  provision  and  improvement  of  housing  And  the  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  urban  communities,  including  provisions  for  farm  housing  loans  and 
disposal  of  certain  farm-labor  camps.  Conferees  were  appointed,  p.  132 9b 

FISHERIES.  Sen  Neuberger  inserted  av tele gram  from  a  local  outdoor  group  favor¬ 
ing  S.  3275,  the  fisheries  bill.  p. *13322 

■ 

FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Horse  inserted  an  Oregon  Farmer  Union  article,  "Patton 
on  Foreign  Aid",  p,  13283 

Sen.  Ilalone  stated  that  free  trade  destroys  American  workingmen  and 
investors,  p.  13321  /  \ 

IMPORTS.  The  Finance  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  1225A,  to 
provide  additional  time  for  the  Tariff  Commission  to  review  the  customs  tariff 
schedules  (S.  Rept.  2780).  p.  13069 

EXECUTIVE  PAY;  RETIREMENT .  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees,  in  execu¬ 
tive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between 
the  Senate-and  House-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  7619,  to  adjust  the  rates  of 
compensation  of  heads  of  executive  departments  and  of  certain  other  Federal 
officials",  p.  D88U 

TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  submitted  a 
report,  "Transportation  Problems  of  Alaska  and  the  Pacific  Coast  States"  (S, 
Rept.  2802).  p.  13070 


23.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  the  Great  Plains  bill  and 
Guar  seed  bills  would  be  considered  today  (p,  13096).  Agreed  to  waive  the 
requirement  that  committee  reports  must  lie  over  a  day  before  being  taken  up 
fe.  13107) o 


HOUSE 


2h»  FARM  tQAllS .  Both  Houses  screed  to  the  conference  report  (see  Digest  izy)  on 

H.  R,  H5lih,  to  improve  and  s  mplify  the  credit  facilities  available  to  farmers 
and  to  a^end  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  This  bill  is  now  r^ad^  for 
the  Present.  ppn  13231,  13293 


25.  WATERSHEDS o  Both  Houses  ageeed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  8750,  to  amend 
the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  This  bill  is  now  ready  for 
the  President,  pp,  13231,  13293 


26.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPUJS  COMMODITIES.  Both  Houses  agreed  to /the  conference  report 
on  S.  3903,  to  increase  from  31.5  billion  to  03  billion  ;the  authorization  under 
title  I  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act.  This  bill  is 
now  ready  for  the  President,  pp.  13232,  13293 


27.  FOREIGN  AID.  Conferees  were  appointed,  and  l^ter  i^He  conference  report  was 

received  on  H.  R.  12130,  the  mutual  security  appropriation  bill  for  1957.  The 
conference  report  includes  provisions  $  Appropriating  3250  million  for  develop^ 
ment  assistance,  deleting  Senate  language  continuing  funds  available  until 
June  30,  195BJ  appropriating  "->13$  million  for  technical  assistance  (instead  of 
Mlli0,5C0,0C0  as  proposed  by  the  Senate),  and  '15,500,000  for  U.  N.  technical 
assistance  (instead  of  .>10  million  as  proposed  by  the  House);  appropriating 
32,500,000  for  ocean  freight  charges  (  instead  of  :>1, 1*00,000  as  proposed  by 
the  House  and  33,000,000  as  proposed  by  the  Senate),  (H.  Rept.  2931),  PP. 
1312U,  13253 


28.  HOUSING.  Passed  with  amendment  Hy&0  H7l|V  to  extend  and  amend  laws  relating  t  , 
the  provision  and  improvement  of. 'housing  and  the  conservation  and  development  oi 
urban  communities.  The  amendment  to  H.  R.  117^2,  consisted  of  inserting  the 
language  of  H.  R.  12328,  a  similar  bill.  p.  13130 


29.  WHEAT.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  U221,  to  extend  the  period  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Wheat  Agreement, until  July  31,  1959.  Thil§.  bill  is  now  ready  for  the 
President,  p,  13l6l 


30.  FLOOD  INSURANCE.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  3732,  to  prbyide  insurance  against 
flood  damages.  Adopted  an  amendment  offered  by  Rep,  Dies  to  require  States  to 
contribute  one-half  of  the  cost  of  the  program  after  June'  30,  1959,  and  an 
amendment  by  Rep.  Dodd  to  authorize  the  Administrator  to  flac  the  premium  on 
the  loans  as  well  as  to  establish  the  premium  on  the  insurance,  p.  13212 


31.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Lesinski  discussed  the  administration  of  the  Federal  employees' 
loyalty-security  program  and  inserted  a  statement  bv  M.  E.  Markwood,  of  the 
NFEE,  suggesting  a  revision  of  this  system,  p.  132U2 

Received  from  the  Treasury  Depa:  tment  a  report  on  operations  of  Federal 
agencies  in  connection  with  the  bonding  of  employees;  to  the  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  132^5 


32.  FORESTRY.  Received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5712,  to  pro- 
vide  that  the  U.  S.  hold  in  trust  for  the  Pueblos  of  Zia  and  Jemez  a  part  of 
the  0{j o  del  Espiritu  Santo  Grant  and  a  small  area  of  public  domain  adjacent 
thereto  (H.  Rept.  2907).  p.  13127 

The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  3^36,  to  Provide  > 
that  sums  paid  to  States  from  moneys  received  from  national  forests  may  be  used 


/ 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


AUTHORIZING  SECRETARY  OF  COM¬ 
MERCE  TO  SELL  CERTAIN  WAR- 
BUILT  VESSELS 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mi*.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
177  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  sell  certain  war-built  vessels. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate 
joint  resolution. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  Senate  joint  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  etc.,  That  (a)  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  section  11  of  the  Merchant 
Ship  Sales  Act  of  1946,  as  amended,  and  sec¬ 
tion  510  (h)  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act, 
1936,  as  amefided,  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  sell  within  1  year  after 
the  enactment  of  this  joint  resolution  to  the 
highest  responsible  bidder  who  is  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning  of 
section  2  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended,  for  employment  on  essential  trade 
routes  3  and  4  to  Cuba  and  Mexico,  any  two 
war-built  vessels  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  on  an  as  is,  where 
is,  basis,  provided  that  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  determine  before  entering  into 
such  sales  that  the  purchaser  possesses  the 
ability,  experience,  financial  resources,  and 
other  qualifications  necessary  to  enable  it 
to  operate  and  maintain  the  vessels  in  serv¬ 
ice  on  that  portion  of  essential  trade  routes 
3  and  4  between  Atlantic  coast  ports  of  the 
United  States  and  Cuba  and  Mexico  and  to 
maintain  adequate  service  on  such  portion, 
of  such  routes.  The  upset  prices  of  the  ves¬ 
sels  shall  be  their  sales  prices  computed  un¬ 
der  the  Merchant  Ship  Sales  Act  of  1946,  as 
of  January  15,  1951,  depreciated  (after  re¬ 
duction  for  residual  value)  on  a  straight  line 
basis  for  the  period  from  January  15,  1951,  to 
the  date  of  execution  of  the  contract  of  sale, 
on  the  basis  of  the  portion  of  a  20-year  useful 
life  of  the  vessels  remaining  after  January  15, 
1951. 

(b)  Each  such  sale  shall  be  on  the  basis  of 
the  payment  by  the  purchaser  of  not  less 
than  25  percent  of  the  vessel  sales  price  at 
the  time  of  execution  of  the  vessel  sales  con¬ 
tract,  with  the  balance  payable  in  approxi¬ 
mately  equal  annual  installments  over  the 
remainder  of  the  economic  life  of  the  ves¬ 
sel,  which  economic  life  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  Maritime  Administration,  with  inter¬ 
est  on  the  portion  of  the  vessel  sales  price 
remaining  unpaid  at  the  rate  of  3$>  percent 
per  annum.  The  obligation  of  the  purchaser 
with  respect  to  payment  of  such  unpaid 
balance,  with  interest,  shall /be  secured  by 
a  preferred  mortgage  on  the'vessels  in  form 
satisfactory  to  the  Maritime  Administrator. 

(c)  (1)  Such  sales  shall  be  made  upon 
such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  deems  necessary  to  protect  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  Vessels  sold  ifnder  this  act  shall  be  em¬ 
ployed  exclusive!^  as  dry  cargo  common  car¬ 
riers  on  that  ppttion  of  essential  trade  routes 
3  and  4  between  Atlantic  coast  ports  of  the 
United  States  and  Cuba  and  Mexico,  until 
the  end  of  their  useful  lives,  as  determined 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  act,  or  until  they 
are  replaced  by  new  tonnage,  whichever  hap- 
pens  /first.  These  restrictions  shall  run  at 
law  and  in  equity  with  the  titles  to  the  ves¬ 
sel  and  are  binding  upon  all  subsequent 
owners. 

'  (d)  Any  contract  of  sale  executed  under 

authority  of  this  act  shall  provide  that  in  the 
event  the  United  States  shall,  through  pur¬ 


chase  or  requisition,  acquire  ownership  of 
any  such  vessel,  the  owner  shall  be  paid 
therefor  the  value  thereof,  but  in  no  event 
shall  such  payment  exceed  the  actual  de¬ 
preciated  sales  price  under  such  contract 
(together  with  the  actual  depreciated  cost 
of  capital  improvements  thereon) ;  that  in 
computing  the  depreciated  acquisition  cost 
of  such  vessel,  the  depreciation  shall  be  com¬ 
puted  on  the  vessel  on  the  schedule  adopted 
or  accepted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
for  income  tax  purposes  as  applicable  to  such 
vessel;  that  such  vessel  shall  remain  docu¬ 
mented  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
during  the  remainder  of  the  economic  life 
of  the  vessel  or  as  long  as  there  remains  due 
the  United  States  any  principal  or  interest 
on  account  of  the  sales  price,  whichever  is 
the  longer  period;  and  that  the  foregoing 
provisions  respecting  the  requisition  or  the 
acquisition  of  ownership  by  the  United 
States,  and  documentation  shall  run  with 
the  title  to  such  vessel  and  be  binding  on  all 
owners  thereof. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was  or¬ 
dered  to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


FARM  LOAN  PROGRAM 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  ("H.  R. 
11544)  to  improve  and  simplify  the  cred¬ 
it  facilities  available  to  farmers,  to 
amend  the  Bankhead-Jones  Farm  Ten¬ 
ant  Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement  of 
the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  21, 
1956.J 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


AMENDING  THE  WATERSHED  PRO¬ 
TECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVENTION 

ACT 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8750)  to  amend  the  watershed  protection 
and  flood  prevention  act,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  24, 
1956.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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ESTABLISHMENT  OF  COMMISSION 

FOR  THE  CELEBRATION  OF  THE 

100TH  ANNIVERSARY  OF  /THE 

BIRTH  OF  THEODORE  ROOSEVELT 

Mr.  FRAZIER  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (S.  3386)  to  amend  the  joint 
resolution  entitled  “Joint-  resolution  to 
establish  a  commission  for  the  celebra¬ 
tion  of  the  100th  anniversary  of  the  birth 
of  Theodore  Roosevelt,’’  approved  July 
28,  1955: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2930) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
3386)  to  amend  the  joint  resolution  entitled 
“Joint  resolution  to  establish  a  commission 
for  the  celebration  of  the  one  hundredth  an¬ 
niversary  of  the  birth  of  Theodore  Roosevelt,” 
approved  July  28,  1955,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  re¬ 
spective  Houses  as  follows; 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

On  line  8,  strike  out  “$461,000”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$150,000”;  and  the  House 
agree  to  the  same. 

James  B.  Frazier,  Jr., 
William  M.  Tuck, 

Patrick  J.  Hillings, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Joseph  C.  O’Mahoney, 

Price  Daniel, 

Arthur  V.  Watkins, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  3386)  to  amend  the 
joint  resolution  entitled  “Joint  resolution  to 
establish  a  commission  for  the  celebration  of 
the  one  hundredth  anniversary  of  the  birth 
of  Theodore  Roosevelt,”  approved  July  28, 
1955,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  eifect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

S.  3386  authorizes  the  appropriation  of 
funds  for  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  Centen¬ 
nial  Commission.  As  it  passed  the  Senate 
it  carried  an  authorization  of  $461,000.  The 
House  of  Representatives  amended  S.  3386 
to  reduce  this  sum  to  $100,000.  The  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  recommend 
that  the  total  authorization  for  the  Theo¬ 
dore  Roqsevelt  Centennial  Commission  be 
$150,000,  the  sum  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees. 

James  B.  Frazier,  Jr., 
William  M.  Tuck, 

Patrick  J.  Hillings, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  FRAZIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S.  3386) 
to  amend  the  joint  resolution  entitled 
“Joint  resolution  to  establish  a  Com¬ 
mission  for  the  Celebration  of  the  100th 
Anniversary  of  the  Birth  of  Theodore 
Roosevelt,’’  approved  July  28,  1955,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
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TheNSPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ten¬ 
nessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  PUBLIC  LAW  480, 
83D  CONGRESS 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
3903)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  24, 
1956.) 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


MRS.  WARREN  D.  COOPER  AND  HER 
SON,  TEDDY  DEVERE  COOPER 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
offer  a  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res.  269)  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  in  the  en¬ 
rollment  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8008)  for  the  relief 
of  Mrs.  Warren  D.  Cooper  and  her  son,  Teddy 
Devere  Cooper,  the  Clerk  of  the  House  is 
authorized  and  directed  make  the  following 
correction : 

On  page  2,  line  1  of  the  House  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  the  date  “September  2,  1934” 
and  insert  “September  23,  1934” 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  / 


SAM  H.  RAY 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  1637)  for  the  relief  of  Sam  H.  Ray, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July  21, 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


July  25 


CLERK  HIRE  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12354) 
relating  to  clerk  hire  of  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  does  that  just  ap¬ 
ply  to  districts  with  a  population  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  500,000? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes;  it  has  been  so 
changed.  That  is  all  this  applies  to. 

Mr.  LeCOMPI  E.  Does  it  apply  to  Res¬ 
ident  Commissioners  and  Delegates? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  If  they  have  in  excess 
of  500,000. 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  I  withdraw  my  res¬ 
ervation  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  PATTERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  fur¬ 
ther  reserving  the  right  to  object,  does 
that  also  apply  to  a  Congressman  at 
Large? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  All  Congressmen  at 
Larged 

Mr.  THOMAS.  No,  just  those  that 
have  500,000  or  over. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request'  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  (a)  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  11  (a)  of  the  Legislative 
Appropriation  Act,  1956  (69  Stat.  509;  Public 
Law  242,  84th  Cong.;  2  U.  S.  C.  60g-l),  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  before 
the  period  at  the  end  of  such  first  sentence 
the  following:  “except  that,  in  the  case  of 
each  Member,  Delegate,  and  Resident  Com¬ 
missioner  the  population  of  whose  constitu¬ 
ency  is  500,000  or  more,  as  currently  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  such 
basic  rate  shall  be  increased  by  not  to  exceed 
$2,500  per  annum”. 

(b)  The  joint  resolution  entitled  “Joint 
resolution  providing  for  pay  to  clerks  to 
Members  of  Congress  and  Delegates,”  ap¬ 
proved  January  25,  1923,  as  amended  (2 
U.  S.  C.  92) ,  is  amended  by  inserting  immedi¬ 
ately  after  “to  be  designated  by  each  Mem¬ 
ber.  Delegate,  or  Resident  Commissioner”  the 
following:  "or,  in  the  case  of  each  Member, 
Delegate,  and  Resident  Commissioner  the 
population  of  whose  constituency  is  500,000 
or  more,  as  currently  estimated  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Census,  not  to  exceed  the  fore¬ 
going  number  increased  by  1,  to  be  desig¬ 
nated  by  each  such  Member,  Delegate,  and 
Resident  Commissioner,  as  the  case  may  be.” 

(c)  Applicable  appropriations  shall  be 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


MR.  AND  MRS.  HERMAN  E.  MOSLEY 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  1420)  for 
the  relief  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Herman  E. 
Mosley,  as  natural  parents  of  Herman 
E.  Mosley,  Jr.,  with  a  Senate  amendment 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 


The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  “$5,579.25”  and 
insert  $5,000.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


PAUL  H.  SARVIS,  SR. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  <H.  R.  3062)  for 
the  relief  of  Paul  H.  Sarvis,  Sr.,  with 
Senate  amendments  thereto  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendments.  • 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  2,  strike  out  all  after  “June  21," 
down  to  and  including  line  14  and  insert 
“1953.” 

Page  2,  after  line  14,  insert: 

“Sec.  2.  The  acceptance  of  the  sum  author¬ 
ized  to  be  paid  by  the  first  section  of  this  act 
by  the  said  Paul  H.  Sarvis,  Sr.,  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  sale  by  him  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  of  all  his  right,  title,  and  in¬ 
terest  in  and  to  such  seed;  and  Paul  H. 
Sarvis,  Sr.,  shall  not  be  liable  for  any  trans¬ 
portation,  loading,  or  warehouse  storage 
charges  which  may  have  accrued  on  or  after 
such  date  with  respect  to  such  5,000  pounds 
of  seed.” 

Page  2,  after  line  14,  insert: 

“Sec.  3.  No  part  of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  this  act  shall  be  paid  or  delivered 
to  or  received  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on 
account  of  services  rendered  in  connection 
with  this  claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  un¬ 
lawful,  any  contract  to  the  contrary  not¬ 
withstanding.  Any  person  violating  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  there¬ 
of  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding 
$1,000.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  act  for 
the  relief  of  Paul  H.  Sarvis,  Sr.,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  assume  these  have 
been  cleared  with  the  minority  members 
of  the  committee? 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  I  have  been  so  ad¬ 
vised,  yes. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  be¬ 
ing  so,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CYRUS  B.  FOLLMER 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  11207)  for 
the  relief  of  Cyrus  B.  Follmer,  with  a 
Senate  amendment  thereto,  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amendment. 


1956 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


AMENDMENT  OF  CERTAIN  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS  OF 

TARIFF  ACT  OF  1930— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  believe  that  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  has  a  conference 
report  on  the  customs  simplification  bill, 
House  bill  6040.  I  ask  that  the  report 
be  submitted,  so  it  may  be  considered  by 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6040)  to  amend 
certain  administrative  provisions  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  and  to  repeal  obsolete 
provisions  of  the  customs  laws.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  21,  1956,  p.  12654,  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Senate 
receded  on  only  1  amendment,  and  the 
House  receded  on  12.  So  the  conference 
report  is  practically  the  bill  as  it  was 
passed  by  the  Senate.  It  is  a  unanimous 
report  by  the  conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

TRADE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  AS¬ 
SISTANCE  ACT  OF  1954— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of.  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  3903)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  so  as 
to  increase  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  purposes  of  title  I  of 
the  act,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  24,  1956,  pp.  13056- 
13057,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

•  There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
conferees  agreed  unanimously  on  the 
provisions  of  the  conference  report.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks  an  explanation  of  the  dif¬ 


ferences  between  S.  3903  as  passed  by  the 
Senate  and  the  conference  substitute 
therefor. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Differences  Between  S.  3903  as  Passed  by 

the  Senate  and  the  Conference  Substi¬ 
tute  Therefor 

1.  The  provision  of  S.  3903  (sec.  2)  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  gen¬ 
erated  under  title  I  for  American  schools, 
libraries,  and  community  centers  abroad  has 
been  modified  in  technical  respects  (1)  to 
conform  to  changes  made  in  Public  Law  480 
by  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of  1956  and  (2) 
to  meet  parliamentary  objections  in  the 
House.  No  change  in  substance  was  made  in 
this  provision. 

2.  The  Senate  bill  would  have  modified 
Section  304  of  Public  Law  480  so  as  to  re¬ 
strict  it  to  title  I  transactions  and  permit 
barter  with  Iron  Curtain  satellites.  The 
House  amendment  would  have  modified  it  to 
make  it  clear  that  barter  with  such  countries 
is  prohibited.  The  conference  substitute 
omits  both  the  House  and  Senate  provisions 
and  leaves  the  law  unchanged. 

3.  The  conference  substitute  extends  the 
famine  and  urgent  relief  provisions  of  title 
II  to  provide  assistance  in  meeting  extraor¬ 
dinary  relief  requirements,  such  as  those 
for  refugee  relief,  which  may  be  extraor¬ 
dinary  although  no  longer  urgent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


CREDIT  FACILITIES  AVAILABLE  TO 
FARMERS— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  11544)  to  im¬ 
prove  and  simplify  the  credit  facilities 
available  to  farmers,  to  amend  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  21,  1956,  pp.  12657- 
12658,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
conferees  were  unanimous  in  their  de¬ 
cision.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  an 
explanation  of  the  differences  between 
the  conference  substitute  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  to  House  bill  11544. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  explana¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Differences  Between  the  Conference  Sub¬ 
stitute  and  the  Senate  Amendment  to 

H.  R.  11544 

I.  The  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  contained  language  restricting  farm 
ownership  and  operating  loans  on  less  than 
family-size  farms  to  bona  fide  farmers,  but 
defined  bona  fide  farmers  somewhat  differ¬ 
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ently.  The  conference  substitute  generally 
follows  the  House  bill  in  this  respect,  but 
substitutes  historical  residence  on  a  farm 
and  historical  dependence  on  farm  income 
for  dependence  during  1  of  the  last  10  years 
on  farm  income. 

2.  The  Senate  amendment  would  have 
limited  farm  ownership  refinancing  loans  on 
less  than  family-size  farms  to  loans  to  refi¬ 
nance  indebtedness  constituting  a  lien  on 
the  farm.  The  conference  substitute  would 
permit  such  loans  to  refinance  indebtedness 
incurred  for  any  agricultural  purpose. 

3.  The  Senate  amendment  would  have 
prohibited  farm  ownership  or  operating  loans 
to  borrowers  able  to  obtain  loans  from  other 
sources  at  "reasonable  rates.”  The  confer¬ 
ence  substitute  leaves  the  eixsting  law  un¬ 
changed.  Existing  law  prohibits  such  loans 
if  obtainable  elsewhere  at  prevailing  rates 
but  not  in  excess  of  5  percent.  The  con¬ 
ferees  felt  the  existing  law  to  be  adequate  to 
assure  that  such  loans  will  be  restricted  to 
other  than  the  well-to-do  farmers. 

4.  The  Senate  amendment  would  have  per¬ 
mitted  loans  to  be  made  on  family-size  farms 
having  a  value  in  excess  of  the  average  value 
of  efficient  family-size  farms  in  the  commu¬ 
nity.  The  conference  substitute  would  per¬ 
mit  improvement  loans  to  be  made  for  such 
farms,  but  not  acquisition  or  enlargement 
loans. 

5.  The  conference  substitute  would  extend 
the  economic  emergency  loan  authority  of 
Public  Law  727,  83d  Congress  for  2  years  and 
increase  the  overall  limitation  on  such 
authority  to  $65  million.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  contained  no  similar  provision,  the 
Senate  having  previously  passed  S.  3559,  to 
provide  for  a  similar  extension  and  to  in¬ 
crease  the  limitation  to  $50  million. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


AMENDMENT  OF  WATERSHED  PRO¬ 
TECTION  AND  FLOOD  PREVEN¬ 
TION  ACT— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
a  report  of  the  committee  of  conference 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  8750)  to  amend  the 
Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Pre¬ 
vention  Act.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  present  consideration  of  the  re¬ 
port. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  July  24,  1956,  pp.  13055- 
13056,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President, 
was  the  conference  report  signed  by  all 
the  conferees? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  was.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  California  that  the  provi¬ 
sions  agreed  upon  in  conference  were 
substantially  in  line  with  the  spirit  of 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate. 

There  were  three  principal  changes. 
First,  the  Senate  bill  had  provided  that 
in  certain  instances  plans  should  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Public  Works  Committees 
of  the  House  and  Senate.  In  the  bill  as 
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passed  by  the  House,  it  was  provided  that 
the  plans  be  referred  to  the  Agriculture 
Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate. 

It  was  agreed  in  conference — and  cer¬ 
tain  specifications  were  agreed  upon — - 
that  when  the  plan  was  predominantly  a 
flood  control  plan,  it  be  referred  to  the 
Public  Works  Committee,  and  when  it 
was  predominantly  an  agricultural  plan, 
it  be  referred  to  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittees. 

An  effort  was  made  to  make  especially 
clear  the  intent  of  the  language  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Senate,  which  permitted  the 
local  organization  to  have  the  optional 
right  of  employing  engineering  services 
in  connection  with  plans  for  develop¬ 
ment.  Where  the  structure  for  the  im¬ 
pounding  of  water  exceeded  5,000  acre- 
feet — in  other  words,  when  it  became  a 
structure  which  involved  a  considerable 
part  of  the  program  in  the  matter  of  con¬ 
servation  of  water  for  municipal  water 
supplies  or  irrigation — the  privilege  of 
employing  local  engineering  services  was 
made  optional. 

The  other  point,  as  I  recall,  was  to 
clarify  the  language  in  the  bill  which 
specified  that  help  was  available  to  the 
local  organization  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  in  the  preparation  of  speci¬ 
fications  for  the  plan.  The  employment 
of  necessary  assistance  in  preparing  ad¬ 
vertisements  for  bids  and  entering  into 
contracts  for  carrying  out  the  structure 
as  planned,  was  provided  for. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
for  the  Record  that  both  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  are  opposed  to  this  bill,  al¬ 
though  it  was  not  generally  known  at 
the  time  it  was  passed  by  the  Senate  last 
Saturday  morning. 

Yesterday  I  had  inserted  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  at  page  12967,  correspondence  from 
these  two  agencies  of  the  Government, 
setting  forth  their  opposition  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


EXTENSION  OF  TIME  WITHIN 

WHICH  AWARDS  OF  CERTAIN 

MILITARY  AND  NAVAL  DECORA¬ 
TIONS  MAY  BE  MADE— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  1637)  to  extend  the  time 
limit  within  which  awards  of  certain 
military  and  naval  decorations  may  be 
made.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the 
present  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

/ 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
conference  report  is  signed  by  all  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


IMPROVEMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND 

CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  OF  URBAN  COMMUNITIES 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
a  hand  engrossed  copy  of  House  bill 
11742,  which  has  just  come  over  from  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  a  bill  com¬ 
ing  over  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  11742)  to  extend  and 
amend  laws  relating  to  the  provision  and 
improvement  of  housing  and  the  con¬ 
servation  and  development  of  urban 
communities,  and  for  other  purposes, 
was  read  twice  by  its  title. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute.  I  ask  that  the  amendment 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
without  reading. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendment  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  with¬ 
out  reading. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Ful- 
bright,  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  was 
to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  this  act  may  he 
cited  as  the  “Housing  Amendments  of  1956.” 

Title  I — FHA  Insurance  Programs 

PROPERTY  IMPROVEMENT  LOANS 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Section  2  (a)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended 
by  striking  out  “September  30,  1956,”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “September  30, 
1959.” 

(b)  Section  2  (b)  of  such  act,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  “made  for  the  purpose  of 
financing  the  alteration,  repair,  or  improve¬ 
ment  of  existing  structures  exceeds  $2,500, 
or  for  the  purpose  of  financing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  new  structures  exceeds  $3,000”  and 
inserting  “exceeds  $3,500”; 

(2)  striking  out  “except  that”  in  clause 
(2)  and  inserting  “except  that  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  may  increase  such  maximum  limita¬ 
tion  to  5  years  and  32  days  if  he  determines 
such  increase  to  be  in  the  public  interest 
after  giving  consideration  to  the  general  ef¬ 
fect  of  such  increase  upon  borrowers,  the 
building  industry,  and  the  general  economy, 
and”;  and 

(3)  striking  out  the  first  proviso  and  .in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following;  “Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  insurance  shall  be  granted 
under  this  section  (A)  in  the  case  of  any 
obligation  in  a  principal  amount  of  $2,500  or 
less,  representing  any  loan,  advance  of  credit, 
or  purchase  made  after  the  effective  date  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1956,  if  such  ob¬ 
ligation  has  a  financing  charge  in  excess  of 
an  amount  equivalent  to  $5  discount  per 
$100  original  face  amount  of  a  1-year  note 
to  be  paid  in  equal  monthly  installments 
calculated  from  the  date  of  the  note,  or 
(B)  in  the  case  of  any  such  obligation  in  a 


principal  amount  in  excess  of  $2,500,  if  such 
obligation  has  a  financing  charge  in  excess 
of  (i)  an  amount  equivalent  to  $5  discount 
per  $100  original  face  amount  of  a  1-year 
note  to  be  paid  in  equal  monthly  install¬ 
ments  calculated  from  the  date  of  the  note, 
with  respect  to  that  part  of  the  principal 
amount  not  in  excess  of  $2,500,  and  (ii)  an 
amount  equivalent  to  $4  discount  per  $100 
original  face  amount  of  a  1-year  note  to  be 
paid  in  equal  monthly  installments  calcu¬ 
lated  from  the  date  of  the  note,  with  respect 
to  that  part  of  the  principal  amount  which 
is  in  excess  of  $2,500:  Provided  further.  That 
such  charges  correctly  based  on  tables  of 
calculations  issued  by  the  Commissioner,  or 
adjusted  to  eliminate  minor  errors  in  com¬ 
putations  in  accordance  with  requirements 
of  the  Commissioner,  shall  be  deemed  to 
comply  with  the  preceding  proviso:  And 
provided  further,  That  insurance  may  be 
granted  to  any  such  financial  institution 
with  respect  to  any  obligation  not  in  excess 
of  $15,000  (nor  an  average  amount  of  $2,500 
per  family  unit),  having  a  maturity  not  in 
excess  of  7  years  and  32  days,  representing 
any  such  loan,  advance  of  credit,  or  pur¬ 
chase  made  by  it  if  such  loan,  advance  of 
credit,  or  purchase  is  made  for  the  purpose 
of  financing  the  alteration,  repair,  improve¬ 
ment,  or  conversion  of  an  existing  structure 
used  or  to  be  used  as  an  apartment  house 
or  a  dwelling  for  two  or  more  families." 

HAZARD  INSURANCE  ON  FHA  ACQUIRED 
PROPERTIES 

Sec.  102.  Title  I  of  the  National  Housing 
Act,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sec¬ 
tion: 

“Sec.  10.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  Commissioner  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  establish  a  Fire  and  Hazard 
Loss  Fund  which  shall  be  available  to  pro¬ 
vide  such  fire  and  hazard  risk  coverage  as 
the  Commissioner,  in  his  discretion,  may  de¬ 
termine  to  be  appropriate  with  respect  to 
real  property  acquired  and  held  by  him  un¬ 
der  the  provisions  of  this  act.  For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  operating  such  fund,  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  is  authorized  in  the  name  of  the  fund 
to  transfer  moneys  and  require  payment  of 
premiums  or  charges  from  any  one  or  more 
of  the  several  insurance  funds  established  by 
this  act  and  from  the  account  established 
pursuant  to  section  2  (f)  of  this  act,  in  such 
amounts  and  in  such  manner,  including  any 
repayments  of  such  moneys,  as  the  Commis¬ 
sioner,  in  his  discretion,  shall  determine.  In 
carrying  out  the  authority  created  by  this 
section,  the  Commissioner  and  the  Fire  and 
Hazard  Loss  Fund  shall  be  exempt  from  all 
taxation,  assessments,  levies,  or  license  fees 
now  or  hereafter  imposed  by  the  United 
States,  by  any  Territory  or  possession  there¬ 
of,  or  by  any  State,  county,  municipality,  or 
local  ta'xing  authority.  Moneys  in  the  Fire 
and  Hazard  Loss  Fund  not  needed  for  cur¬ 
rent  operations  of  the  fund  shall  be  de¬ 
posited  with  the  Treasurer  of  the  United 
States  to  the  credit  of  the  fund  or  invested 
in  bonds  or  other  obligations  of,  or  in  bonds 
or  other  obligations  guaranteed  as  to  princi¬ 
pal  and  interest  by,  the  United  States  or  in 
bonds  or  other  obligations  which  are  law¬ 
ful  investments  for  fiduciary,  trust,  and  pub¬ 
lic  funds  of  the  United  States. 

"Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  Commissioner  is  authorized  to 
purchase  such  other  insurance  protection  as 
he  may,  in  his  discretion,  determine,  and  he 
may  further  provide  for  reinsurance  of  any 
risk  assumed  by  the  Fire  and  Hazard  Loss 
Fund.” 

COOPERATIVE  HOUSING  INSURANCE 

Sec.  103.  Section  213  (b)  (2)  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by— 

(1)  striking  out  “65  percent”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “50  percent”;  and 

(2)  amending  the  last  proviso  to  read  as 
follows:  “ And  provided  further.  That  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section  the  word  ‘veteran’ 
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Public  Law  1018  -  84th  Congress 
Chapter  1027  -  2d  Session 
H.  R.  8750 

AN  ACT 


Ail  70  Stat.  1088. 


To  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  Watershed  Watershed  Pro- 
Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act  (68  Stat.  666)  is  amended  as  ^  10"  an  .  '  00 

follows.  .  amendments. 

(a)  Amend  the  second  and  third  sentences  of  section  2  to  read  as  ie  use  loot  note, 
follows:  “  ‘Works  of  improvement* — any  undertaking  for — 

“(1)  flood  prevention  (including  structural  and  land  treatment 
measures)  or 

“(2)  the  conservation,  development,  utilization,  and  disposal  of 
water 

in  watershed  or  subwatershed  areas  not  exceeding  two  hundred  and 
fifty  thousand  acres  and  not  including  any  single  structure  which 
provides  more  than  five  thousand  acre-feet  of  floodwater  detention 
capacity,  and  more  than  twenty-five  thousand  acre-feet  of  total 
capacity.  No  appropriation  shall  be  made  for  any  plan  involving  an 
estimated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of 
$250,000,  or  which  includes  any  structure  which  provides  more  than 
twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  of  total  capacity  unless  such  plan  has 
been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  appropriate  committees  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives :  Provided ,  That  in  the  case 
of  any  plan  involving  no  single  structure  providing  more  than  4,000 
acre-feet  of  total  capacity  the  appropriate  committees  shall  be  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and  in  the  case 
of  any  plan  involving  any  single  structure  of  more  than  4,000  acre-feet 
of  total  capacity  the  appropriate  committees  shall  be  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively." 

(b)  Amend  section  3  by  striking  out  clause  (2),  and  inserting  in  16  JSC  1003. 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(2)  to  prepare  plans  and  estimates  required  for  adequate  en¬ 
gineering  evaluation ; 

“(3)  to  make  allocations  of  costs  to  the  various  purposes  to 
show  the  basis  of  such  allocations  and  to  determine  whether  bene¬ 
fits  exceed  costs 

and  by  renumbering  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  as  (4)  and  (5)  respectively. 

(c)  Amend  clause  (2)  of  section  4  to  read  as  follows: 

“(2)  assume  (A)  such  proportionate  share,  as  is  determined  by 
the  Secretary  to  be  equitable  in  consideration  of  the  direct  identi¬ 
fiable  benefits,  of  the  costs  of  installing  any  works  of  improve¬ 
ment,  involving  Federal  assistance,  which  is  applicable  to  the 
agricultural  phases  of  the  conservation,  development,  utilization, 
and  disposal  of  water,  and  (B)  all  of  the  cost  of  installing  any 
portion  of  such  works  applicable  to  other  purposes  except  that 
any  part  of  the  construction  cost  (including  engineering  costs) 
applicable  to  flood  prevention  and  features  relating  thereto  shall 
be  borne  by  the  Federal  Government  and  paid  for  by  the  Secretary 
out  of  funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act;”. 

(d)  Add  after  the  word  “landowners”  in  clause  (4)  in  section  4,  the  l6  use  1004. 
words  “or  water  users”. 

(e)  Strike  out  the  word  “and”  at  the  end  of  clause  (4)  in  section  4; 
strike  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  clause  (5)  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
a  semicolon  and  the  word  “and”;  and  after  clause  (5)  insert  a  new 
clause  as  follows : 


16  USC  1005. 
Works  of  im¬ 
provement. 


J 


Transmittal 
of  plan  to 
Congress . 


Pub.  Law  1018  -2- 

All  70  Stat.  1069. _ 

“(6)  submit  a  plan  of  repayment  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 

for  any  loan  or  advancement  made  under  the  provisions  of  section 

8.” 

( f )  Amend  section  5  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  5.  At  such  time  as  the  Secretary  and  the  interested  local  organ¬ 
ization  have  agreed  on  a  plan  for  works  of  improvement,  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  has  determined  that  the  benefits  exceed  the  costs,  and  the  local 
organization  has  met  the  requirements  for  participation  in  carrying 
out  the  works  of  improvement  as  set  forth  in  section  4,  the  local  Gi¬ 
f'  ganization  with  such  assistance  as  it  may  request  from  the  Secretary, 
which  assistance  the  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized  to  give,  shall  secure 
engineering  and  other  services,  including  the  design,  preparation  of 
contracts  and  specifications,  awarding  of  contracts,  and  supervision 
of  construction,  in  connection  with  such  works  of  improvement,  and 
in  order  to  properly  carry  out  such  services  in  such  projects  as  to  such 
structures  therein  providing  for  municipal  or  industrial  water  sup¬ 
plies,  the  local  organization  shall,  and  in  such  projects  not  providing 
for  municipal  or  industrial  water  supplies,  the  local  organization  may, 
retain  or  employ  a  professional  engineer  or  engineers  satisfactory  I 
to  the  Secretary,  and  the  Secretary  shall  reimburse  the  local  organiza¬ 
tion  for  the  cost  it  may  incur  for  the  services  of  such  engineer  or 
engineers  as  is  properly  chargeable  to  such  works  of  improvement, 
except  that  if  the  local  organization  decides  not  to  retain  or  employ 
a  professional  engineer  or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  competent 
engineering  services  are  not  available  he  may  contract  for  a  competent 
engineer  to  provide  such  services  or  arrange  for  employees  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  provide  such  services :  Provided ,  That  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  local  organization  which  retains  or  employs  a  professional 
engineer  or  engineers  as  aforesaid,  the  Secretary  may  advance  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  such  services,  but  such  ad¬ 
vances  with  respect  to  any  works  of  improvement  shall  not  exceed  5 
per  centum  of  the  estimated  total  cost  of  such  works :  Provided  further , 
That,  except  as  to  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  on  Fed¬ 
eral  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  not  construct  or  enter  into  any  contract 
for  the  construction  of  any  structure  unless  there  is  no  local  organiza¬ 
tion  authorized  by  State  law  to  undertake  such  construction  or  to 
enter  into  such  contract,  and  in  no  event  after  July  1,  1956 :  Provided , 
That  in  participating  iirthe  installation  of  such  works  of  improvement 
the  Secretary,  as  far  as  practicable  and  consistent  with  his  responsi¬ 
bilities  for  administering  the  overall  national  agricultural  program, 
shall  utilize  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  provisions  of 
this  Act:  Provided  further ,  That  whenever  the  estimated  Federal 
contribution  to  the  construction  cost  of  works  of  improvement  in  any 
watershed  or  subwatershed  area  shall  exceed  $250,000  or  the  works  of 
improvement  include  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess 
of  twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet,  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  a  copy 
of  the  plan  and  the  justification  therefor  to  the  Congress  through  the 
President :  Provided  further ,  That  any  such  plan  involving  an  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  contribution  to  construction  costs  in  excess  of  $250,000 
or  containing  any  structure  having  a  total  capacity  in  excess  of 
twenty-five  hundred  acre-feet  (a)  which  includes  reclamation  or  irri¬ 
gation  works  or  which  affects  public  or  other  lands  or  wildlife  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  (b)  which  includes 
Federal  assistance  for  floodwater  detention  structures,  shall  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
respectively,  for  his  views  and  recommendations  at  least  thirty  days 
prior  to  transmission  of  the  plan  to  the  Congress  through  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  The  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  if  received  by  the  Secretary  of 
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Agriculture  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  above  thirty-day  period, 
shall  accompany  the  plan  transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President:  Provided  further ,  That,  prior  Rules  and 
to  any  Federal  participation  in  the  works  improvement  under  this  regulations. 
Act,  the  President  shall  issue  sucli  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  desirable  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  and  to 
assure  the  coordination  of  the  work  authorized  under  this  Act  and 
related  work  of  other  agencies  including  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Department  of  the  Army.” 

(g)  After  section  7  insert  the  following  two  new  sections  and 
renumber  subsequent  sections  of  the  Act  to  conform  : 

“Sec.  8.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  make  loans  or  advance-  Loans  to  local 
ments  to  local  organizations  to  finance  the  local  share  of  costs  of  organizations, 
carrying  out  works  of  improvement  provided  for  in  this  Act.  Such 
loans  or  advancements  shall  be  made  under  contracts  or  agreements 
which  will  provide,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
deems  appropriate,  for  the  repayment  thereof  in  not  more  than  fifty 
years  from  the  date  when  the  principal  benefits  of  the  works  of  im¬ 
provement  first  become  available,  with  interest  at  the  average  rate, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  payable  by  the 
Treasury  upon  its  marketable  public  obligations  outstanding  at  the 
beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  loan  or  advancement  is  made, 
which  are  neither  due  nor  callable  for  redemption  for  fifteen  years 
from  date  of  issue.  With  respect  to  any  single  plan  for  works  of 
improvement,  the  amount  of  any  such  loan  or  advancement  shall  not 
exceed  five  million  dollars. 

“Sec.  9.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to  Hawaii,  Applicability 
Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.”  of  Aot* 

Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  be  applicable  to 
all  works  of  improvement  and  plans  for  such  works  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  Any 
plans  for  works  of  improvement  with  respect  to  which  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  was  authorized  prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  installation  of  works  of  improvement  in  accordance  with 
such  plan,  or  any  plan  for  works  of  improvement  which  has  received 
prior  to  the  date  of  this  Act  the  approval  of  congressional  commit¬ 
tees,  as  required  by  such  Act,  need  not  be  submitted  to  the  congres¬ 
sional  committees  as  required  by  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Act  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

Approved  August  7,  1956. 
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IMMEDIATE  RELEASE 


August  7,  1956 


Murray  Snyder,  Acting  Press  Secretary  to  the  President 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 


STATEMENT  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


I  have  today  approved  H.  R.  8750,  a  bill  "To  amend  the 
'Watershed  Protection  and  Flood  Prevention  Act.  "  This  new  law 
broadens  the  program  now  being  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  in  cooperation  with  local  organizations  sponsoring 
land  and  water  conservation  projects.  The  general  purposes  of 
the  new  law  are  useful  and  in  keeping  with  the  concern  which  this 
Administration  has  continually  expressed  as  to  the  need  for  a 
partnership  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  local  people 
in  conserving  tv/o  of  our  most  valuable  resources  --  soil  and 
water. 

I  regret  that  in  one  respect  the  new  law  is  a  step  backwards. 

Under  its  terms  the  Federal  Government  will  be  required  to  assume 
the  full  cost  of  building  structural  works  which  provide  flood  reduc¬ 
tion  benefits.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  other  Executive 
agencies  opposed  this  provision  when  the  bill  was  under  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  Congress.  I  agree  that  their  opposition  was  well  founded. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  Congress  has  chosen  to  write  into  the  law  an 
incentive  to  local  people  to  shift  to  the  Federal  Government  a  burden 
in  which  they  should  be  willing  to  invest  their  own  money  in  a  joint 
enterprise  with  the  Federal  Government.  Fortunately,  the  immedi¬ 
ate  effects  of  this  provision  will  not  be  great.  Iam  convinced  of  the 
soundness  of  the  partnership  philosophy  and  of  public  acceptance  of 
the  principle  of  cost  sharing  on  public  works  projects.  I  believe 
that,  upon  consideration  of  legislation  which  will  be  proposed  to 
carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the  Presidential  Advisory  Committee 
on  Water  Resources  Policy,  the  Congress  will  agree  and  will  change 
this  feature  of  the  law.  I  shall  so  recommend  when  the  Congress  is 
again  in  session. 
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